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PREFACE 


The second volume of this work was published as long ago as 
1932. Among the many reasons which delayed the publication of 
this volume, one must count the excessive administrative and 
teaching work with which the writer is saddled; his continued 
illness; the regrettable failure of one eye through strenuous work, 
which often makes him depend on the assistance of others; and 
the long distance between the place of publication and Calcutta. 
The manuscript of the fourth volume is happily ready. 

In writing the present volume the author has taken great trouble 
to secure manuscripts which would present a connected account 
of the development of theistic philosophy in the South. The texts 
that have been published are but few in number and the entire 
story cannot be told without constant reference to rare manuscripts 
from which alone the data can be collected. So far, no work has been 
written which could throw any light on the discovery and inter- 
pretation of a connected history of Vaisnava thought. It would 
have been well if the Tamil and Telegu works could have been 
fruitfully utilized in tracing the history of Vaisnavism, not only as 
it appeared in Sanskrit but also as it appeared in the vernaculars of 
the South. But the author limited himself as far as possible to 
Sanskrit data. This limitation was necessary for three reasons: first, 
the author was not master of the various vernaculars of South India; 
secondly, the inclusion and utilization of such data would have 
made the present book greatly exceed its intended scope; and 
thirdly, the inclusion of the data from the vernacular literature 
would not have contributed materially to the philosophical pro- 
blems underlying the theistic speculations dealt with in this work. 
Looked at from the strictly philosophical point of view, some of the 
materials of the present book may be regarded as somewhat out of 
place. But, both in the present volume and the volume that will 
follow it, it will be impossible to ignore the religious pathology that 
is associated with the devotional philosophy which is so predomi- 
nant in the South and which so much influenced the minds of 
the people not only in the Middle Ages but also in the recent past 
and is even now the most important element of Indian religions. 
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Philosophy in India includes not only morality but religion also. 
The most characteristic feature of religion is emotion or sentiment 
associated with a system of beliefs, and as such in the treatment 
of the dominant schools of philosophy that originated in South 
India one cannot help emphasizing the important pathological 
developments of the sentiment of devotion. The writer hopes, 
therefore, that he may be excused both by those who would not 
look for any emphasis on the aspect of bhakti or religious senti- 
ment and also by those who demand an over-emphasis on the 
emotional aspect which forms the essence of the Vaisnava religion. 
He has tried to steer a middle course in the interest of philosophy, 
which, however, in the schools of thought treated herein is so 
intimately interwoven with religious sentiment. 

The writer has probably exceeded the scope of his treatment in 
dealing with the Anrars, whose writings are in Tamil, but there also 
he felt that without referring to the nature of the devotional philo- 
sophy of the’Aj^rs the treatment of the philosophy of Ramanuja 
and his followers would be historically defective. But though the 
original materials for a study of the Arvars are in Tamil, yet 
fortunately Sanskrit translations of these writings either in manu- 
script or in published form are available, on which are almost 
vrholly based the accounts given here of these Tamil writers. 

The treatment of the Pahcaratra literature offered some dif- 
ficulty, as most of these works are still unpublished ; but fortunately 
a large volume of this literature was secured by the present writer 
in manuscript. Excepting Schrader's work, nothing of any im- 
portance has been written on the Pancaratra School. Though 
there are translations of the bhdsya of Ramanuja, there has been no 
treatment of his philosophy as a whole in relation to other great 
philosophers of his School. Practically nothing has appeared re- 
garding the philosophy of the great thinkers of the Ramanuja 
School, such as Venkata, Meghanadari and others, most of whose 
works are still unpublished. Nothing has also been written re- 
garding Vijhanabhiksu’s philosophy, and though Nimbarka’s 
bhasya has been translated, no systematic account has yet appeared 
of Nimbarka in relation to his followers. The writer had thus to de- 
pend almost wholly on a very large mass of published and unpub- 
lished manuscript literature in his interpretation and chronological 
investigations, which are largely b^ised upori internal evidence; 
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though, of course, he has always tried to utilize whatever articles 
and papers appeared on the subject. The subjects treated are vast 
and it is for the scholarly reader to judge whether any success 
has been attained in spite of the imperfections which may have 
crept in. 

Though the monotheistic speculations and the importance of the 
doctrine of devotion can be traced even to some of the Rg-veda 
hymns and the earlier religious literature such as the Gita and the 
Mahdbhdrata and the Vimupurdna, yet it is in the traditional songs 
of the Ajrvars and the later South Indian philosophical writers, be- 
ginning from Yamuna and Ramanuja, that we find a special em- 
phasis on our emotional relation with God. This emotional relation 
of devotion or bhakti differentiated itself in many forms in the ex- 
periences and the writings of various Vaisnava authors and saints. 
It is mainly to the study of these forms as associated with their 
philosophical perspectives that the present and the succeeding 
volumes have been devoted. From this point of view, the present 
and the fourth volumes may be regarded as the philosophy of 
theism in India, and this will be partly continued in the treat- 
ment of Saiva and Sakta theism of various forms. The fourth 
volume will deal with the philosophy of Madhva and his followers 
in their bitter relation with the monistic thought of Sankara and his 
followers. It will also deal with the theistic philosophy of the 
Bhdgavatapurdna and the theistic philosophy of Vallabha and the 
followers of Sri Caitanya. Among the theistic philosophers the fol- 
lowers of Madhva, Jayatirtha and Vyasatirtha occupied a great 
place as subtle thinkers and dialecticians. In the fifth volume, apart 
from the different schools of Saiva and Sakta thinkers, the Tantras, 
the philosophy, of grammar, of Hindu Aesthetics, and of Hindu Law 
will be dealt with. It is thus expected that with the completion of 
the fifth volume the writer will have completed his survey of 
Hindu thought so far as it appeared in the Sanskrit language and 
thus finish what was begun more than twenty years ago. 

A chapter on the Cdrvdka materialists has been added as an 
appendix, since their treatment in the first volume was practically 
neglected. 

The writer has a deep debt of gratitude to discharge to Dr F. W. 
Thomas — the late Boden Professor of Sanskrit at Oxford, and a 
highly esteemed friend of his who, in spite of his various activities, 
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pressure of work and old age, has been a true jMnabandhu to 
the author, helping him with the manuscript and the proofs, 
and offering him valuable suggestions as regards orthography, 
punctuation and idiomatic usage. Without this continued assistance 
the imperfections of the present work would have been much 
more numerous. The author is specially grateful to his wife, 
Dr Mrs Surama Dasgupta, Sastri, M.A., Ph.D. (Cal. et Cantab.) 
for the continued assistance that he received from her in the 
writing of this book and also in reading a large mass of manu- 
scripts for the preparation of the work. Considering the author’s 
great handicap in having only one sound eye it would have been 
impossible for him to complete the book without this assistance. 
He is also grateful to Dr Satindra Kumar Mukherjee, M.A., Ph.D., 
for the help that he received from him from time to time. 
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CHAPTER XV 

THE BHASKARA school OF PHILOSOPHY 
Date of Bhaskara. 

Udayana, in his Nydya-kusumdfijaH, speaks of Bhaskara as a 
commentator on the Vedanta in accordance with the traditions of 
the tridanda school of Vedanta and as holding the view that 
Brahman suffers evolutionary changes^ Bhattoji Diksita also, in 
his Tattva-viveka-tikd-vivarana, speaks of Bhatta Bhaskara as 
holding the doctrine of difference and non-difference {bheddbhedaY . 
It is certain, however, that he flourished after Sankara, for, though 
he does not mention him by name, yet the way in which he refers 
to him makes it almost certain that he wrote his commentary with 
the express purpose of refuting some of the cardinal doctrines of 
Sankara’s commentary on the Brahma-sutra. Thus, at the very be- 
ginning of his commentary, he says that it aims at refuting those 
who, hiding the real sense of the sutra, have only expressed their 
ow'n opinions, and in other places also he speaks in very strong 
terms against the commentator W’ho holds the mdyd doctrine and 
is a Buddhist in his views^. But, though he w^as opposed to Sankara, 
it was only so far as Saiikara had introduced the mdyd doctrine, 
and only so far as he thought the world had sprung forth not 
as a real modification of Brahman, but only through mdyd. For 

* Tridandd means “three sticks.” According to Manu it was customary 
among some Brahmins to use one stick, and among others, three sticks. 

Pandita Vindhyesvari Prasada Dvivedin. in his Sanskrit introduction to 
BhSskara’s commentary on the Brahma-sutra , says that the Vaisnava commen- 
tators on the Brahma-sutra prior to Ramanuja, Tanka, Guhddeva, Bhftruci and 
Yamunicarya, the teacher of Ramanuia, were all tridandins. Such a statement 
is indeed very interesting, but unfoitunatcK he docs not give us the authority 
from which he drew this information. 

* Bhattahhdskaras tu bhedd-bheda-v^diinta-siddhdnta-vddi'* ; BhaUojI Dlk- 
§ita’s V edanta-tattva-tlka-vwarana as quoted by f^andita Vindhyesvari Prasada 
in his Introduction to Bhaskara’s commentary’. 

* sutrd^bhtprdya-samvrtyd svdbhtprdyd-prakdiandt 
vydkhydtam yair idam sdstram lydkhyeyatti tan^nivrttiiye. 

Bhaskara’s Commentary', p. i. 

Also “>’<? tu bauddha-inatdvalamhino mdyd-vddinas te* pi anena nydyena sutra- 
kdrenaV va nirastdh.** Ibid. ii. a. 29. 

In another place Sankara is referred to as explaining viev^'s which were really 
propounded by the Mahayana Buddhists — vigltam virchinna-mfilam mdhdydnika- 
bauddha-gdthitam mdyd-vddam vydvarmtyanto lokan vydmohayanti. Ibid. i. 4. 25. 
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both Sankara and Bhaskara would agree in holding that the Brahman 
was both the material cause and the instrumental cause (updddna 
and nimittd). Sankara would maintain that this was so only because 
there was no other real category which existed; but he would 
strongly urge, as has been explained before, that mdyd, the category 
of the indefinite and the unreal, was associated with Brahman in 
such a transformation, and that, though the Brahman was sub- 
stantially the same identical entity as the world, yet the world as it 
appears was a mdyd transformation with Brahman inside as the 
kernel of truth. But Bhaskara maintained that there was no tndyd, 
and that it was the Brahman which, by its own powers, underwent 
a real modification; and, as the Pancaratras also held the same 
doctrine in so far as they believed that Vasudeva was both the 
material and the instrumental cause of the world, he was in agree- 
ment with the Bhagavatas, and he says that he does not find any- 
thing to be refuted in the Pancaratra doctrine^. But he differs from 
them in regard to their doctrine of the individual souls having been 
produced from Brahman^. 

Again, though one cannot assert anything very positively, it is 
possible that Bhaskara himself belonged to that particular sect of 
Brahmins who used three sticks as their Brahminic insignia in 
preference to one stick, used more generally by other Brahmins; 
and so his explanation of the Veddnta-sutra may rightly be taken as 
the view of the tridandi Brahmins. For in discussing the point that 
fitness for Brahma-knowledge does not mean the giving up of the 
religious stages of life (dsrama), with their customs and rituals, he 
speaks of the maintenance of three sticks as being enjoined by the 
Vedas^. 

Madhavacarya, in his Sarikara-vijayay speaks of a meeting of 
Sankara with Bhatta Bhaskara, but it is difficult to say how far this 
statement is reliable*. From the fact that Bhaskara refuted Sankara 
and was himself referred to by Udayana, it is certain that he 
flourished some time between the eighth and the tenth centuries. 
Pandita Vindhyesvari Prasada refers to a copper-plate found by the 

^ Vdsudeva eva upaddna-kdranam jtigato nimitta-kdranam ceti te manyante . . . 
tad etat sarvam sruti-prasiddham eva tasmdn ndtra nirdkaranJyam paiydmahi, 
Bhdskara-bhdfya, ii. 2. 41. 

* Ibid, 

’ Ibid, 111. 4. 26, p. 208 ; see also Pandita Vindhyeivarl's Introduction. 

* Sankara-vijaya, xv. 80. 



Bhdskara and Sankara 


3 


xv] 

late Dr Bhawdaji in the Maratha country, near Nasik, in which it 
is stated that one Bhaskara Bhatta of the lineage {gotra) of Sandilya, 
son of Kavicakravarti Trivikrama, who was given the title of 
Vidyapati, was the sixth ancestor of Bhaskaracarya of Sandilya 
lineage, the astronomer and writer of the Siddhanta-^iromani ; and 
he maintains that this senior Vidyapati Bhaskara Bhatta was the 
commentator on the Brahma-sutra}, But, though this may be 
possible, yet we have no evidence that it is certain ; for, apart from 
the similarity of names it is not definitely known whether this 
Vidyapati Bhaskara Bhatta ever wrote any commentary on the 
Brahma^sutra, All that we can say, therefore, with any degree of 
definiteness, is that Bhaskara flourished at some period between the 
middle of the eighth century and the middle of the tenth century, 
and most probably in the ninth century, since he does not know 
Ramanuja^. 


Bhaskara and Sankara. 

There is a text of the Chandogya Upanisad, vi, i. i, which is 
treated from two different points of view by Sankara and Bhaskara 
in connection with the interpretation of Brahma-sutra^ ii. i. 14^. 
Sankara’s interpretation of this, as Vacaspati explains it, is that, 
when clay is known, all clay-materials are known, not because the 
clay-materials are really clay, for they are indeed different. But, if 
so, how can we, by knowing one, know the other Because the clay- 
materials do not really exist; they are all, and so indeed are all that 
pass as modifications (vtkdra), but mere expressions of speech 
{vdcdrambhanam), mere names {ndmdheyam) having no real 

^ Pan^ita Vindhyesvarl Pras&da's Introduction. 

‘ We hear of several Bh&skaras in Sanskrit literature, such as Lokabhaskara, 
iSrantabhaskara, Haribhaskara, Bhadantabhaskara, Bhaskaramisra, Bhaskara- 
sastrl, Bhaskaradik$ita, Bhatfabhaskara, Pandita Bhaskaracarya, Bhauabhas- 
karami^ra, Trikandamandana, Laugak^ibhaskara, !$andilyabhaskara, Vatsa- 
bhaskara, Bhaskaradeva, Bhaskaranrsirpba, Bhaskararapya, Bhaskaranandanatha, 
Dhaskarasena. 

* He makes very scanty references to other writers. He speaks of !$an(^ilya 
as a great author of the Bhagavata school. He refers to the four classes of 
Mahesvaras, Pasuputa, Isaiva, K^palika and Ka^haka-siddhantin, and their 
principal work Pafteddhydyi-sdstra ; he also refers to the PdUcardtrikas, with 
whom he is often largely in agreement. 

* tad-ananyatvam dramhhana-sabdadibhyah, Brahma^sQtra, ii. i. 14. 
yathd saumya ehena mjrt-pinden asarvam mrnmayain vipidtam syddvdedram* 
bhanam vikdro ndmadheyam mrttike' ty' eva satyam (Ch. vi. i, i). 
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entities or objects to which they refer, having in fact no existence 
at alP. 

Bhaskara says that the passage means that clay alone is real, and 
the purport of speech depends on two things, the objects and the 
facts implied and the names which imply them. The effects (kdrya) 
are indeed the basis of all our practical behaviour and conduct, in- 
volving the objects and facts implied and the expressions and names 
which imply them. How can the cause and effect be identical? The 
answer to this is that it is true that it is to the effects that our speech 
applies and that these make all practical behaviour possible, but the 
effects are in reality but stages of manifestation, modification and 
existence of the cause itself. So, from the point of view that the 
effects come and go, appear and disappear, whereas the cause re- 
mains permanently the same, as the ground of all its real manifesta- 
tions, it is said that the cause alone is true — the clay alone is true. 
The effect, therefore, is only a state of the cause, and is hence both 
identical with it and different from it^. The effect, the name {ndma- 
dheya). is real, and the scriptures also assert this®. 

Bhaskara argues against Sankara as follows: the arguments that 
the upholder of mdyd (mdydvddin) could adduce against those who 
believed in the reality of the many, the world, might be adduced 
against him also, in so far as he believes in monism {advaita), 
A person who hears the scriptures and philosophizes is at first 
under the veil of ignorance {avidyd)\ and, if on account of this 
ignorance his knowledge of duality was false, his knowledge of 
monism might equally for the same reason be considered as false. 
All Brahma-knowledge is false, because it is knowledge, like the 
knowledge of the world. It is argued that, just as from the false 
knowledge of a dream and of letters there can be true acquisition 

^ Bhdmatl, Brahma-sUtraf ii. i. 14. Rshu is a demon which is merely a living 
head with no body, its sole body being its head ; but still we use, for convenience 
of language, the expression ** Rkhu’s head ” {Rdhoh iirah) ; similarly clay alone is 
real, and what we call clay -materials, jugs, plates, etc., are mere expressions of 
speech having no real objects or entities to which they can apply — they simply do 
not exist at all — but are mere vikalpa; vded kevalam drabhyate vikdra-jdlam na tu 
tattvato’sti yato ndmadheya-matram etat ;. . .yathd rdhob iirah . . .iabda-jndnd* • 
nupdtl vastu-iQnyo vikalpa iti; tatkd cd^vastutayd anrtam vikdra-jdtarft. 

‘ vdg~indriyasya ubhayam drambhapam vikdro ndmadheyam . , . ubhayam 
dlambya vdg-vyavahdrah pravartate ghafena udakam dhare* ti mrnmayam ity asya 
idofft vydkhydnam , . .kdra^m eva kdryd-tmand ghafavad avails fhate . . .kdrana- 
syd*vasthd-mdtram kdryam vyaitriktd vyatiriktaifi sukti-rajatavad dgamdpdya- 
dharmitvde ca anrtam anityam in ia vyapadiiyate. Bhdskara-bhdfya^ 11. 1. 14. 

* atha ndma-dheyam satyasya satyamiti, etc. Ibid. 
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of good and evil or of certain meanings, so from the false knowledge 
of words and their meanings, as involved in the knowledge of 
monistic texts of the Upanisads, there may arise right knowledge. 
But suth an argument is based on false analogy. When from certain 
kinds of dreams someone judges that good or evil will come to him, 
it is not from nothing that he judges, since he judges from particular 
dream experiences; and these dream experiences are facts having 
particular characters and features; they are not mere nothing, like 
the hare’s horn; no one can judge of anything from the hare’s horn. 
The letters also have certain shapes and forms and are definitely by 
common consent and agreement associated with particular sounds; 
it is well know'n that different letters in different countries may be 
used to denote one kind of sound. Again, if from a mistake some- 
one experiences fear and dies, it is not from nothing or from some- 
thing false that he dies; for he had a real fear, and the fear was the 
cause of death and was roused by the memory’ of a real thing, and 
the only unreality about it was that the thing was not present there 
at that time. So no example could be given to show that from false 
knowledge, or falsehood as such, there could come right knowledge 
or the truth. Again, how can the scriptures demonstrate the false- 
hood of the world? If all auditory knowledge were false, all lan- 
guage would be false, and even the scriptural texts w^ould be non- 
existent. 

Further, w'hat is this **avidydj'' if it cannot be described? How' 
can one make anyone understand it? What nonsense it is to say that 
that which manifests itself as all the visible and tangible world of 
practical conduct and behaviour cannot itself be described^. If it is 
beginningless, it must be eternal, and there can be no liberation. 
It cannot be both existent and non-existent; for that would be 
contradictory. It cannot be mere negation; for, being non-existent, 
it could not bring bondage. If it brings bondage, it must be an 
entity, and that means a dual existence with Brahman. So the 
proposition of the upholder of mdyd is false. 

What is true, how^ever, is that, just as milk gets curdled, so it is 
God Himself who by His own will and knowledge and omnipotence 
transforms Himself into this world. There is no inconsistency in 
God’s transforming Himself into the world, though He is partless; 

^ yasySh kdryam idam krtsnam vyavahdrdya kalpate 

nirvaktuffi sd na iakye' ti vacanarjt vacandr-thakaifi. Bhdskara-bhdfya^ 
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for He can do so by various kinds of powers, modifying them ac- 
cording to His own will. He possesses two powers; by one He has 
become the world of enjoyables (bhogya-iakti), and by the other the 
individual souls, the enjoyers (bhoktr) ; but in spite of this modifica- 
tion of Himself He remains unchanged in His own purity; for it i? 
by the manifestation and modification of His powers that the modi- 
fication of the world as the enjoyable and the enjoyer takes place. 
It is just as the sun sends out his rays and collects them back into 
himself, but yet remains in himself the same^. 

The Philosophy of Bhaskara’s Bhasya. 

From what has been said above it is clear that according to 
Bhaskara the world of matter and the selves consists only in real’ 
modifications or transformations (parindma) of Brahman’s own 
nature through His diverse powers. This naturally brings in the 
question whether the world and the souls are different from Brahman 
or identical with him. Bhaskara’s answer to such a question is that 
“difference” (bheda) has in it the characteristic of identity {abheda- 
dharmas ca ) — the waves arc different from the sea, but are also 
identical with it. The waves are manifestations of the sea’s own 
powers, and so the same identical sea appears to be different when 
viewed with reference to the manifestations of its powers, though 
it is in reality identical with its powers. So the same identical fire 
is different in its powers as it burns or illuminates. So all that is one 
is also many, and the one is neither absolute identity nor absolute 
difference*. 

The individual souls are in reality not different from God; they 
are but His parts, as the sparks of fire are the parts of fire; but it is 
the peculiarity of these parts of God, the souls, that though one 
with Him, they have been under the influence of ignorance, desires 
and deeds from beginningless time*. Just as the dkdsa, which is all 
the same everywhere; and yet the dkdsa inside a vessel or a house 
is not just the same dkdsa as the boundless space, but may in some 

^ Bhaskara^bhdfyat ii. x. 27, also 1. 4. 2$. 

* abheda^dhartnas ca bhedo yathd mahodadher abhedah sa eva tarangddy* 
dtmand vartamdno bheda ity ucyate, na hi taratkgd-dayah pdfdnd-difu driyante 
tasyaiva tdh iaktayah sakti-iaktimatoi ca ananyatvoffi anyatvani co^palakfyate 

yathd*gner dahana-prakdsand-di-iahtayah tasmdt sarvam ekd-^nekd-tmakam 

nd*tyantam abhinnam bhinnam vd. Ibid. ix. x. 18. 

* Ibid. I. 4. 21. 
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sense be regarded as a part of it; or just as the same air is seen to 
serve different life-functions, as the five pranas^ so the individual 
souls also may in some sense be regarded as parts of God. It is just 
and proper that the scriptures should command the individual souls 
to seek knowledge so as to attain liberation ; for it is the desire for 
the highest soul (paramatman) or God or Brahman that is the cause 
of liberation, and it is the desire for objects of the world that is the 
cause of bondage^. This soul, in so far as it exists in association with 
ignorance, desires and deeds> is atomic in nature; and, just as a drop 
of sandal paste may perfume all the place about it, so does the 
atomic soul, remaining in one place, animate the whole body. It is 
by nature endowed with consciousness, and it is only with reference 
to the knowledge of other objects that it has to depend on the pre- 
sence of those objects*. Its seat is in the heart, and through the skin 
of the heart it is in touch with the whole body. But, though in a 
state of bondage, under the influence of ignorance, etc., it is atomic, 
yet it is not ultimately atomic in nature - for it is one with Brahman. 
Under the influence of buddhi, ahamkdra, the five senses and the 
five vdyus it undergoes the cycle of rebirths. But though this atomic 
form and the association with the buddhi, etc., is not essential to the 
nature of the soul, yet so long as such a relation exists, the agency of 
the soul is in every sense real ; but the ultimate source of this agency 
is God Himself ; for it is God who makes us perform ail actions, and 
He makes us perform good actions, and it is He who, remaining 
within us, controls all our actions. 

In all stages of life a man must perform the deeds enjoined by 
the scriptures, and he cannot rise at any stage so high that he is 
beyond the sphere of the duties of work imposed on him by the 
scriptures*. It is not true, as Sankara says, that those who are fit to 


^ rago hi paramatma-vi^ayo yah sa mukti-hetuh vifoya-visayo yah sa handha^ 
hetuh. Bhdskara-hhasya. 

* Ihid. II. 3. i8, 22, 23. 

’ Bhdskara-bhdfya, i. i. i. In holding the view that the Brahma-sUtra is 
in a sense continuous with the Mimdmsd-sutra, which the former must follow — 
for it is after the performance of the ritualistic duties that the knowledge of 
Brahman can arise, and the latter therefore cannot in any stage dispense with the 
need for the former — and that the Brahma-sutras are not intended for any 
superior and different class of persons, Bhflskara seems to have followed Upa- 
var$a or Upavar^acArya, to whose commentary on the Mlmdmsd-sutra he refers 
and whom he calls the founder of the school (sdstra-sampradaya-pravartaka). 
Ibid. I. I. I, and ii. 2. 27. See also i. i. 4: dtma-jHand-dkikrtasya karmabhir vtnd 
apavargd-nupapatter jhdnena karma samuccJyate. 
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have the highest knowledge are beyond the duties of life and courses 
of ritualistic and other actions enjoined by the scriptures, or that 
those for whom these are intended are not fit to have the highest 
knowledge; in other words, the statement of Sankara that there 
cannot be any combination (samuccaya) of knowledge (jndna) and 
necessary ritualistic duties of life {karma) is false. Bhaskara admits 
that pure karma (ritualistic duties) cannot lead us to the highest 
perception of the truth, the Brahman; yet knowledge (jndna) com- 
bined with the regular duties, ut, jndna-samuccita-karma, can lead 
us to our highest good, the realization of Brahman. That it is our 
duty to attain the knowledge of Brahman is also to be accepted, by 
reason of the injunction of the scriptures; for that also is one of the 
imperative duties imposed on us by the scriptures — a vidhi — the 
self is to be known {dtmd vd are drastavyah, etc.). It is therefore 
not true, as Sankara asserted, that what the ritualistic and other 
duties imposed on us by the scriptures can do for us is only to make 
us fit for the study of Vedanta by purifying us and making us as far 
as possible sinless; Bhaskara urges that performance of the duties 
imposed on us by the scriptures is as necessarj’ as the attainment 
of knowledge for our final liberation. 

Bhaskara draws a distinction between cognition (jndna) and 
consciousness (caitanya)^ more particularly, self-consciousness 
(dtma-caitanya). Cognition with him means the knowledge of ob- 
jective things, and this is a direct experience (anubhava) arising out 
of the contact of the sense organ, manas, and the object, the presence 
of light and the internal action of the memory and the sub-conscious 
impressions (samskdra). Cognition is not an active operation by 
itself, but is rather the result of the active operation of the senses in 
association with other accessories, such that whenever there is a 
collocation of those accessories involving the operation of the senses 
there is cognition^. Bhaskara is therefore positively against the con- 
tention of Kumarila that knowledge is an entity which is not directly 
perceived but only inferred as the agent which induces the in- 
tellectual operation, but which is not directly known by itself. If an 
unperceived entity is to be inferred to explain the cause of the per- 

^ jUdna^kriya-kalpandyarfipramdifa^bkavat ,. . .dlokendriya^manah^santskdrefu 
hi satsu sarfivedanam uipadyate iti tad-ubhdve notpadyate, yadi punar aparaffi 
jhdnaift kalpyate tasydpy anyat tasydpy anyad iiy anavasihd; na ca jridna^ 
kriydnumdne liHgam asti,samvedanafn iti cen na^agfklta-samhandhatvdt. Bhdskara^ 
bhdsya, i. x x. 
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ceived intellectual operation, then another entity might be inferred 
as the cause of that unperceived entity, and another to explain that 
and so on, and we have a vicious infinite (^anavasthd). Moreover, no 
unperceived entity can be inferred as the cause of the perceived 
intellectual operation; for, if it is unperceived, then its relation with 
intellectual operation is also unperceived, and how can there be any 
inference at all? Thus, cognition is what we directly experience 
(anubhava) and there is no unperceived entity which causes it, but 
it is the direct result of the joint operation of many accessories. 
This objective cognition is entirely different from the subjective 
consciousness or self-consciousness; for the latter is eternal and 
always present, whereas the former is only occasioned by the col- 
locating circumstances. It is easy to see that Bhaskara has a very 
distinct epistemological position, which, though similar to Nyaya 
so far as the objective cognition is concerned, is yet different there- 
from on account of his admission of the ever-present self-con- 
sciousness of the soul. It is at the same time different from the 
Sahkarite epistemology, for objective cognition is considered by 
him not as mere limitation of self-consciousness, but as entirely 
different therefrom^. It may also be noted that, unlike Dhar- 
marajadhvarmdra, the w'riter of the Sanskrit epistemological work, 
Veddnta-paribhdsd, Bhaskara considers manas as a sense-organ^. 
On the subject of the self-validity of knowledge Bhaskara thinks 
that the knowledge of truth is always self-valid {svatah-pramdna), 
whereas the knowledge of the false is always attested from outside 
(paratah pramdnay. 

As has already been said, Bhaskara does not think that libera- 
tion can be attained through knowledge alone; the duties imposed 
by the scriptures must always be done along with our attempts to 
know Brahman ; for there is no contradiction or opposition between 
knowledge and performance of the duties enjoined by the scriptures. 
There will be no liberation if the duties are forsaken^. The state of 
salvation is one in which there is a continuous and unbroken con- 
sciousness of happiness®. A liberated soul may associate or not 
associate itself with any body or sense as it likes®. It is as omniscient, 

^ kecid dhuh dtmd pramdydm indriya-dvdropddhi-nirgama-vifayefu vartate . . . 
tad idem asamyag darianam; . . .dlokendriyddibhyo jndnam utpadyamdnam , , . 
ednyad iti yuktam. Bhdskara-bhdfya. ^ ’Ibid, ii. 4. 17. 

* Ibid. I. 4. 21. * Ibid. in. 4. 26. 

* Ibid. IV. 4. 8. • Ibid. iv. 4. 12. 
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omnipotent and as one with all souls as God Himself^. The attach- 
ment to Brahman, which is said to be an essential condition 

for attaining liberation, is further defined to be worship {samara- 
dhana) or devotion {hhakti)^ while bhakti is said to be attendance on 
God by meditation {dhydnadina paricaryd), Bhakti is conceived, 
not as any feeling, affection or love of God, as in later Vaisnava 
literature, but as dhydna or meditation^. A question may arise as to 
what, if Brahman has transformed Himself into the world, is meant 
by meditation on Brahman? Does it mean that we are to meditate 
on the world? To this Bhaskara’s answer is that Brahman is not 
exhausted by His transformation into the world, and that what is 
really meant by Brahman’s being transformed into the world is that 
the nature of the world is spiritual. The world is a spiritual mani- 
festation and a spiritual transformation, and what passes as matter 
is in reality spiritual. Apart from Brahman as manifested in the 
world, the Brahman with diverse forms, there is also the formless 
Brahman (nisprapanca brahman)^ the Brahman which is transcen- 
dent and beyond its own immanent forms, and it is this Brahman 
which is to be worshipped. The world with its diverse forms also 
will, in the end, return to its spiritual source, the formless Brahman, 
and nothing of it will be left as the remainder. The material world 
is dissolved in the spirit and lost therein, just as a lump of salt is 
lost in water^. This transcendent Brahman that is to be worshipped 
is of the nature of pure being and intelligence {sal-laksana and 
bodha-laksanay. He is also infinite and unlimited. But, though He 
is thus characterized as being, intelligence, and infinite, yet these 
terms do not refer to three distinct entities; they are the qualities of 
Brahman, the substance, and, like all qualities, they cannot remain 
different from their substance; for neither can any substance remain 
without its qualities, nor can any qualities remain without their sub- 
stance. A substance does not become different by virtue of its 
qualities^. 

Bhaskara denies the possibility of liberation during lifetime 
{jtvan-mukti)\ for so long as the body remains as a result of the 

' muktah kdrand-tmdnam prdptah iadvadevasarva-jnah sarva^saktih. Bhdskara- 
hhdfya, iv. 4. 7. 

* Ibid. III. 2. 24. 

* Ibid. II. 2. II, 13, 17. * Ibid. III. 2. 23. 

* na dharma-dharmi-bhedena svarUpa^bhrda iti; na hi guna-rahitam dravyam 
asti na dravya-rahito gunah. Ibid jr 2 ;23. 
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previous karmas, the duties assigned to the particular stage of life 
(dsrama) to which the man belongs have to be performed; but his 
difference from the ordinary man is that, while the ordinary man 
thinks himself to be the agent or the doer of all actions, the wise 
man never thinks himself to be so. If a man could attain liberation 
during lifetime, then he might even know the minds of other people. 
Whether in mukU one becomes absolutely relationless (mbam* 
bandhah), or whether one becomes omniscient and omnipotent (as 
Bhaskara himself urges), it is not possible for one to attain mukti 
during one’s lifetime, so it is certain that so long as a man lives he 
must perform his duties and try to comprehend the nature of God 
and attend on Him through meditation, since these only can lead to 
liberation after deaths 

* Bhdskara-bhdfya, iii. 4. 26. 



CHAPTER XVI 

THE PANCARATRA. 

Antiquity of the Paficaratra. 

The Pahcaratra doctrines are indeed very old and are associated 
with xht purusa-sukta of the Rg-veda, which is, as it were, the foun- 
dation stone of all future Vaisnava philosophy. It is said in the 
Sata-patha Brdhmana that Narayana, the great being, wishing to 
transcend all other beings and becoming one with them all, saw 
the form of sacrifice known as pancaratra, and by performing that 
sacrifice attained his purposed It is probable that the epithets 
*'puruso ha ndrdyanah" became transformed in later times into the 
two rsis Nara and Narayana. The passage also implies that Narayana 
was probably a human being who became a transcending divinity 
by performing the Pancaratra sacrifice. In the later literature 
Ndrdyana became the highest divinity. Thus Venkata Sudhi wrote 
a Siddhdnta-ratnavali in about 19,000 lines to prove by a reference 
to scriptural texts that Narayana is the highest god and that all other 
gods, Siva, Brahma, Visnu, etc., are subordinate to him^. The word 
Brahman in the Upanisads is also supposed in the fourth or the last 
chapter of the Siddhdnta-ratndvali to refer to Narayana. In the 
Mahdbhdrata {§dnti~parvan, 334th chapter) we hear of Nara and 
Narayana themselves worshipping the unchanging Brahman which 
is the self in all beings; and yet Narayana is there spoken of as being 
the greatest of all. In the succeeding chapter it is said that there was 
a king who was entirely devoted to Narayana, and who worshipped 
him according to the sdtvata rites®. He was so devoted to Narayana 
that he considered all that belonged to him, riches, kingdom, etc., 
as belonging to Narayana. He harboured in his house great saints 
versed in the Pancaratra system. When under the patronage of this 
king great saints performed sacrifices, they were unable to have a 
vision of the great Lord Narayana, and Brhaspati became angry. 

' Sata-patha Brdhmana xiii. 6. i. 

* The Siddhdnta-ratnavall exists only as a MS. which has not yet been 
published. 

* We have an old Pancardtra-samhttd called the Sdivata-samhitd, the con- 
tents of which will presently be described 
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Other sages then related the story that, though after long penance 
they could not perceive God, there was a message from Heaven 
that the great Narayana was visible only to the inhabitants of 
Sveta-dvipa, who were devoid of sense-organs, did not require any 
food, and were infused with a monotheistic devotion. The saints were 
dazzled by the radiant beauty of these beings, and could not see 
them. They then began to practise asceticism and, as a result, these 
holy beings became perceivable to them. These beings adored the 
ultimate deity by mental japa (muttering God’s name in mind) 
and made offerings to God. Then there was again a message from 
Heaven that, since the saints had perceived the beings of Sveta- 
dvipa, they should fee! satisfied with that and return home because 
the great God could not be perceived except through all-absorbing 
devotion. Narada also is said to have seen from a great distance 
Sveta-dvipa and its extraordinary inhabitants. Narada then went 
to Sveta-dvipa and had a vision of Narayana, whom he adored. 
Narayana said to him that Vasudeva was the highest changeless 
God, from whom came out Sankarsana, the lord of all life; from 
him came Pradyumna, called rnanas, and from Pradyumna came 
Aniruddha, the Ego. From Aniruddha came Brahma, who created 
the universe. After the pralaya, Saiikarsana, Pradyumna and 
Aniruddha are successively created from Vasudeva. 

There are some Upanisads which are generally known as 
Vaisnava Upanisads, and of much later origin than the older 
Pancaratra texts. To this group of Upanisads belong the Avyakto- 
panisaJox Aryakta-nrsimhopanisad, with a commentary of Upanisad- 
brahmayogin, the pupil of Vasudevendra, Kali-santaranopanisad^ 
Krsnopantsady Garudopanisad, Gopdlatdpaim Upanisad^Gopdlottara- 
tdpanl Upanisad, Tdrdsdropanisad. Tripdd-vibhUti-mahdndrdyana 
Upanisady Dattatreyopanisad, Narayanopanisad, Nrsimha-tdpini 
Upanisad, Nrsimhottara-tdpini l-panisady Rdmatdpim Upanisady 
Rdmottarottara-tdpini Upanisady Ruma-rahasya UpanisadyVasudevo- 
panisady with the commentaries of Upanisad-brahmayogin. But 
these Upanisads are mostly full of inessential descriptions, ritual- 
istic practices and the muttering of particular mantras. They have 
very little connection with the Pancaratra texts and their contents. 
Some of them— like the Nrsindia-tapinty Gopdlatdpanly etc. — have 
been utilized in the Gaudiya school of Vaisnavism. 



The Pancardtra 


[CH. 


14 


The Position of the Pancaratra Literature. 

Yamuna, in his Agatna-prdmdnya^ discusses the position of the 
Pahcaratras as follows. It is said that any instruction conveyed 
through language can be valid either by itself or through the 
strength of the validity of some other proofs. No instruction of any 
ordinary person can be valid by itself. The special ritualistic pro- 
cesses associated with the Pancaratra cannot be known by percep- 
tion or by inference. Only God, whose powers of perception ex- 
tend to all objects of the world and which are without any limita- 
tion, can instil the special injunctions of the Pancaratra. The 
opponents, however, hold that a perception which has all things 
within its sphere can hardly be called perception. Moreover, the 
fact that some things may be bigger than other things does not 
prove that anything which is liable to be greater and less could 
necessarily be conceived to extend to a limitless extent^. Even if it 
be conceived that there is a person whose perception is limitless, 
there is nothing to suggest that he should be able to instruct in- 
fallibly about the rituals, such as those enjoined in the PancarStra. 
There are also no dgamas which prescribe the Pancaratra rites. It 
cannot be ascertained whether the authors of the Pancaratra works 
based them on the teachings of the Vedas or gave their own views 
and passed them on as being founded on the Vedas. If it is argued 
that the fact that the Pancaratra, like other texts of Smrtt ot iManu, 
etc., exist proves that they must have a common origin in the Vedas, 
that is contradicted by the fact that the Pancaratra doctrines are 
repudiated in the smrti texts founded on the Vedas. If it is said 
that those who follow the Pancaratra rites are as good Brahmins as 
other Brahmins, and follow the Vedic rites, the opponents assert 
that this is not so, since the Pahcaratrins may have all the external 
marks and appearance of Brahmins, but yet they are not so re- 
garded in society. At a social dinner the Brahmins do not sit in the 
same line with the Bhdgavatas or the followers of the Pancaratra. 

^ atha ekasmin satisaye kendpyanyena niratiiayena hhavitavyam iti dhosvit 
samdna-jdtiyend'nyena nir-atisaya-dasdm adhirudhena hhavitavyam iti: 

na tavad agrimah kalpah hqlpyflte*nupalambhatah 
na hi drftam saravadi vyumeva prdpta-vaihhavam. 

Agama-prdmdnya, p. 3. 
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The very word satvata indicates a lower caste^, and the words 
bhdgavata and satvata are interchangeable. It is said that a satvata 
of the pancama caste who by the king’s order worships in temples is 
called a bhdgavata. As a means of livelihood the satvatas worship 
images and live upon offerings for initiation and those made to temple 
gods; they do not perform the Vedic duties, and have no relationship 
with the Brahmins, and so they cannot be regarded as Brahmins. It 
is also said that even by the sight of a man who takes to worship as 
a means of livelihood one is polluted and should be purified by 
proper purificatory ceremonies. The Pahcaratra texts are adopted 
by the degraded satvatas or the bhagavatas, and these must therefore 
be regarded as invalid and non-Vedic. Moreover, if this literature 
were founded on the Vedas, there would be no meaning in their 
recommendation of special kinds of rituals. It is for this reason 
that Badarayana also refutes the philosophical theory of the 
Pahcaratra in the Brahma-sutra, 

It may, however, be urged that, though the Pahcaratra injunc- 
tions may not tally with the injunctions of Brahminic Smrti litera- 
ture, yet such contradictions are not important, as both are based 
upon the Vedic texts. Since the validity of the Brahminic Smrti 
also is based upon the Vedas, the Pahcaratra has no more necessity 
to reconcile its injunctions with that than they have to reconcile 
themselves with the Pahcaratra. 

The question arises as to whether the Vedas are the utterances 
of a person or not. The argument in favour of production by i 
person is that, since the Vedas are a piece of literary composition, 
they must have been uttered by a person. The divine person who 
directly perceives the sources of merit or demerit enjoins the same 
through his grace by composing the Vedas for the benefit of human 
beings. It is admitted, even by the Mimamsakas, that all worldly 
affairs are consequent upon the influence of merit and demerit. So 
the divine being who has created the world knows directly the 
sources of merit and demerit. The world cannot be produced 
directly through the effects of our deeds, and it has to be admitted 
that there must be some being who utilizes the effects of our deeds, 
producing the world in consonance with them. All the scriptural 

^ Thus Manu says : 

vais'ydt tu jdyate vrdtydt sudhanvdcdrya eva ca 

hhdrufai ca nijafighai ca maitra'-sdtvata spa ea, 

Agama-^prdmdustya, p. 8. 
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texts also support the admission of such an omnipotent and omni- 
scient God. It is this God who, on the one hand, created the Vedas, 
directing the people to the performance of such actions as lead them 
to mundane and heavenly happiness, and on the other hand created 
the Pancaratra literature for the attainment of the highest bliss by 
the worship of God and the realization of His nature. There are 
some who deny the legitimate inference of a creator from the crea- 
tion, and regard the Vedas as an eternally existent composition, 
uncreated by any divine being. Even in such a view the reason why 
the Vedas and the consonant Smrtis are regarded as valid attests 
also the validity of the Pancaratra literature. But, as a matter of 
fact, from the Vedas themselves we can know the supreme being 
as their composer. The supreme God referred to in the Upanisads 
is none other than V dsud€va,2i^[\A it is He who is the composer of the 
Pancaratra. Further, arguments are adduced to show that the ob- 
ject of the Vedas is not only to command us to do certain actions or 
to prohibit us from doing certain other actions, but also to describe 
the nature of the ultimate reality as the divine person. The validity 
of the Pancaratra has therefore to be admitted, as it claims for its 
source the divine person Narayana or Vasudeva. Yamuna then 
refers to many texts from the Vardha^ Linga and Matsya Purdnas 
and from the Manu-samhitd and other smrti texts. In his Purusa- 
ninnaya also, Yamuna elaborately discusses the scriptural argu- 
ments by which he tries to show that the highest divine person re- 
ferred to in the Upanisads and the Puranas is Narayana. This 
divine being cannot be the Siva of the Saivas, because the three 
classes of the Saivas, the Kapalikas, Kalamukhas and Pa.<upatas, all 
prescribe courses of conduct coi>tradictory to one another, and it is 
impossible that they should be recommended by the scriptural 
texts. Their ritualistic rites also are manifestly non-Vedic. The 
view that they are all derived from Rudra does not prove that it is 
the same Rudra who is referred to in the Vedic texts. The Rudra 
referred to by them may be an entirely different person. He refers 
also to the various Puranas which decry the Saivas. Against the 
argument that, if the Pancaratra doctrines were in consonance with 
the Vedas, then one would certainly have discovered the relevant 
Vedic texts from which they were derived, Yamuna says that the 
Pancaratra texts were produced by God for the benefit of devotees 
who were impatient of following elaborate details described in the 
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Vedic literature. It is therefore quite intelligible that the relevant 
Vedic texts supporting the Pancaratra texts should not be 
discovered. Again/ when it is said that Sandilya turned to the 
doctrine of bhakti because he found nothing in the four Vedas 
suitable for the attainment of his desired end, this should not be 
interpreted as implying a lowering of the Vedas; for it simply 
means that the desired end as recommended in the Pancaratras is 
different from that prescribed in the Vedas. The fact that Pah- 
caratras recommend special ritual ceremonies in addition to the 
Vedic ones does not imply that they are non-Vedic; for, unless it is 
proved that the Pancaratras are non-Vedic, it cannot be proved that 
the additional ceremonies are non-Vedic without implying argu- 
ment in a circle. It is also wrong to suppose that the Pancaratra 
ceremonies are really antagonistic to all Vedic ceremonies. It is 
also wrong to suppose that Badarayana refuted the Pancaratra 
doctrines; for, had he done so, he would not have recommended 
them in the Mahdbhdrata. The view of the Pancaratras admitting 
the four vy0tas should not be interpreted as the admission of many 
gods; for these are manifestationsofVasudeva, the one divine person. 
A proper interpretation of Badarayana's Brahma-sutras would also 
show that they are in support of the Pancaratras and not against them. 

Even the most respected persons of society follow all the 
Pancaratra instructions in connection with all rituals relating to 
image-worship. The arguments of the opponents that the Bhaga- 
vatas are not Brahmins are all fallacious, since the Bhagavatas have 
the same marks of Brahmahood as all Brahmins. The fact that 
Manu describes the pancama caste as sdtvata does not prove that 
all sdtvatas sxepancamas. Moreover, the interpretation of the word 
sdtvata as pancama by the opponents would be contradictory to 
many scriptural texts, where sdtvatas are praised. That some 
sdtvatas live by image-building or temple-building and such other 
works relating to the temple does not imply that this is the duty of 
all the Bhagavatas. Thus Yamuna, in his Agama-prdmdnya and 
Kdsmirdgama-prdmdnya, tried to prove that the Pancaratras are as 
valid as the Vedas, since they are derived from the same source, 
viz. the divine Person, NdrdyaM^. 

^ The Kdirrilfdgama is referred to in the Agama^prdmd^a, p. 85, as another 
work of Yamuna dealing more or less with the same subject as die Agama- 
pramdffya, of which no MS. has been available to the present writer. 
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From the tenth to the seventeenth century the Saivas and the 
Srlvaisnavas lived together in the south, where kings professing 
Saivism harassed the Srivaisnavas and maltreated their temple- 
gods, and kings professing Srivaisnavism did the same to the Saivas 
and their temple-gods. It is therefore easy to imagine how the 
sectarian authors of the two schools were often anxious to repudiate 
one another. One of the most important and comprehensive of such 
works is the Siddhanta-ratnavalt^ written by Venkata Sudhi. 
Venkata Sudhi was the disciple of Vehkatanatha. He was the son 
of Srisaila Tatayarya, and was the brother of Sri Saila Srinivasa. 
The Siddhdnta-ratnavalt is a work of four chapters, containing 
over 300,000 letters. He lived in the fourteenth and the fifteenth 
centuries, and wrote at least two other works, Rahasya traya-sdra 
and Siddhdnta-vaijayantL 

Many treatises were written in which the Pancaratra doctrines 
were summarized. Of these Gopalasuri’s Pancardtra-raksd- 
satngraha seems to be the most important. Gopalasuri was the son 
of Krsnadeiika and pupil of Vedantaramanuja, who was himself the 
pupil of Krenade^ika. His Pancardtra-raksd deals with the various 
kinds of rituals described in some of the most important Pancaratra 
works. 

It thus seems that the Pancaratra literature was by many writers 
not actually regarded as of Vedic origin, though among the 
Srivaisnavas it was regarded as being as authoritative as the Vedas. 
It was regarded, along with the Samkhya and Yoga, as an accessory 
literature to the Vedas^. Yamuna also speaks of it as containing a 
brief summary of the teachings of the Vedas for the easy and im- 
mediate use of those devotees who cannot afford to study the vast 
Vedic literature. The main subjects of the Pancaratra literature are 
directions regarding the constructions of temples and images, 

^ Thus Vehkatanatha, quoting Vyasa, says : 

idammaho-panifadam catur^veda-sam-amntam 
sdmkhya^yoga-krtdntena paflca-rdtrd-nu^sabditam. 

Sesvttra^Mfmdmsdf p. '19. 

Sometimes the PaAcaratra is regarded as the root of the Vedas, and sometimes 
the Vedas are regarded as the root of the PaAcaratras. Thus Vehkatanatha in the 
above context quotes a passage from Vydsa in which PaAcaratra is regarded as 
the root of the Vedas — **mahato veda-vrkfosya mQla-bhQto mahdn ayam.'* He 
quotes also another passage in which the Vedas are regarded as the root of the 
PaAcaratras — srutimiUam idam tantrarft pramdiM-kalpa-sHtravatV In another 
passage he speaks of the PaAcaranas as the alternative to the Vedas — ** aldhhe 
veda-mantrdridifi paHca-rdtro^ditena u2." 
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descriptions of the various rituals associated with image-worship, 
and the rituals,* dealing elaborately with the duties of the Sri- 
vaisnavas aild their religious practices, such as initiation, baptism, 
and the holding of religious marks. The practice of image-worship 
is manifestly non-Vedic, though there is ample evidence to show 
that it was current even in the sixth century B.c. It is difficult for 
us to say how this practice originated and which section of Indians 
was responsible for it. The conflict between the Vedic people and 
the image- worshippers seems to have been a long one; yet we know 
that even in the second century B.c. the Bhagavata cult was in a 
very living state, not only in South India, but also in Upper India. 
The testimony of the Besnagar Column shows how even Greeks 
were converted to the Bhagavata religion. The Mahdbhdrata also 
speaks of the sdtvata rites, according to which Visnu was wor- 
shipped, and it also makes references to the Vyuha doctrine of the 
Pahcaratras. In the Ndrdyantya section it is suggested that the 
home of the Paficaratra worship is Sveta-dvipa, from which it may 
have migrated to India; but efforts of scholars to determine the 
geographical position of Sveta-dvipa have so far failed. 

In the Purdnas and the smrti literature also the conflict with the 
various Brahminic authorities is manifest. Thus, in the Kurma 
purdna, chapter fifteen, it is said that the great sinners, the Pan- 
caratrins, were produced as a result of killing cows in some other 
birth, that they are absolutely non-Vedic, and that the literatures 
of the Saktas, Saivas and the Pahcaratras are for the delusion of 
mankind^. That Pahcaratrins were a cursed people is also noticed in 
the Pardiara purdna^. They are also strongly denounced in the 
Vasisfha-samhitd, the jSdmba-purdna and the Suta^samhitd as great 
sinners and as absolutely non-Vedic. Another cause of denounce- 
ment was that the Pahcaratrins initiated and admitted within their 

* k&palam gdrudam sdktantf bhairavam parva-pascimantt 
panca-rdtram, pdsupatam tathdnydm safiasrasah. 

KGrma^purdnaf Ch. 15. 

(As quoted in the Tuttva-kaustubha of Diksita but in the printed edition of the 
B.J. series it occurs in the sixteenth chapter 'with slight variations.) 

The Skanda-purana also says: 

pancardtre ca kdpdle, tathd kdlamukehpi ca. 
sdkfe C(i dlk^itd yuyam bhaveta brahmaimddhamdh. 

* dvitlyam pdneardtre ca tantre bhdgavate tathd 
dtksitds ca dvijd nityam bhaveyur garhitd hareh, 

(As quoted by Bhaftojl Dikfita in his Tattva-kaustubha, MS. p. 4.) 
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sect even women and Sddras. According to the Aivaldyana-mrti, no 
one but an outcast would therefore accept the marks recommended 
by the Pahcaratras. In the fourth chapter of the Vrhan~nareuUya- 
purma it is said that even for conversing with the Pancaratrins one 
would have to go to the Raurava hell. The same prohibition of 
conversing with the Pancaratrins is found in the Kurma-purana, 
and it is there held that they should not be invited on occasions of 
fuiteral ceremonies. Heinadri, quoting from the Vdyu purdna, says 
that, if a Brahman is converted into the Pancaratra religion, he 
thereby loses all his Vedic rites. The LiAga-purdrui also regards 
them as being excommunicated from all religion (sarva-dharma- 
vahifkrta). The Aditya and the Agm-pwdnas are also extremely 
strong against those who associate themselves in any way with the 
Pahcaritrins. The Visnu, 3dtdtapa, Hdrlta, Bodhdyana and the 
Yama samhitds also are equally strong against the Pancaratrins and 
those who associate with them in any way. The Pancaratrins, how- 
ever, seem to be more conciliatory to the members of the orthodox 
Vedic sects. They therefore appear to be a minority sect, which had 
always to be on the defensive and did not dare revile the orthodox 
Vedic people. There are some Puranas, however, like the Mahd- 
bhdrata, Bhdgavata and the Vimu-purdna, which are strongly in 
favour of the Pancaratrins. It is curious, however, to notice that, 
while some sections of the Puranas approve of them, others are 
fanatically against them. The Purinas that are specially favourable 
to the Pancaratrins are the Visnu, Ndradiya, Bhdgavata, Gdnida, 
Padma an'd Vardha, which are called the Sdttvika puranas^. So 
among the smrtis, the Vdsiffha, Hdrita, Vydsa, Pdrdiara and 
Kdsyapa are regarded as the best*. The PramdM-samgraha takes 
up some of the most important doctrines of the Pancaratrins and 
tries to prove their authoritativeness by a reference to the above 
Puranas and smrtis, and also to the Mahdbhdrata, the Gitd, 
Vifnudharmottara, Priqdpatya-smfti, Itihdsasamuccaya, Harivamia, 
V^ddha-manu, Saifdilya-smfti, and the Brtdimdnda-purdna. 


* Thus the PramSifa-taimiraha says ; 

vaiftmxnit nirmdyatp ca UtthO. hhUtaoatam hAhaift 
gOrudat/t ea talhd pddmatfi vOrehaiit htbha-dariane 
sMvikem purepOnt vijneyOm ta tafprihak. 

* Ibid. p. 14. Tattva-kamtubha, MS. p. 13. 
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The Paflcar&tra Literature. 

The Pahcaritra literature is somewhat large and only a few 
works have been printed. The present writer, however, had the 
opportunity of collecting a large number of manuscripts, and an 
attempt will here be made to give a brief account of this literature, 
which, however, has no philosophical importance. One of the most 
important of these samhitds is the Sdtvata-sarnhitd. The Sdtvata is 
referred to in the Mahdbhdrata, the Ahirbudhnya-samhitdt the 
livara-satnhitd and other samhitds. In the Sdtvata-samkitd we find 
that the Lord (Bhagavan) promulgates the PancardtraSditra at the 
request of Samkar^na on behalf of the sages^. It consists of twenty- 
five chapters which describe the forms of worshipping N2r§yana in 
all His four Vyuha manifestations {vibhava-devatd), dress and orna- 
ments, other special kinds of worship, the installation of images and 
the like. The livara-samhitd says that the Ekdyana Veda, the source 
of all Vedas, originated with Vdsudeva and existed in the earliest 
age as the root of all the other Vedas, which were introduced at a 
later age and are therefore called the Vikdra-veda. When these 
Vikdra-vedas sprang up and people became more and more worldly- 
minded, Vasudeva withdrew the Ekdyana Veda and revealed it 
only to some selected persons, such as Sana, Sanatsujati, Sanaka, 
Sanandana, Sanatkumara, Kapila and Sanatana, who were all called 
ekdntins. Other sages, Maiici, Atri, Ahgirasa, Pulastya, Pulaha, 
Kratu, Vasistha and Svayambhuva, learnt this Ekdyana from 
Narayana, and on the basis of it the Pahearatra literature on the one 
hand was written, in verse, and the various Dharma-sdstras on the 
other hand were written by Manu and other rsis. The Pancaratra 
works, such as Sdtvata, Pauskara, and Jaydkhya and other similar 
texts, were written at the instance of Samkar^na in accordance with 
the fundamental tenets of the Ekdyana Veda, which was almost lost 
in the later stage. Sandilya also learnt the principles of the Ekdyana 
Veda from Samkarsana and taught them to the r^s. The contents 
of the Ekdyana Veda, as taught by Nariyana, are called the Sdtvika- 
idstra ; those Sa^tras which are partly based on the Ekdyana Veda 
and partly due to the contribution of the sages themselves are called 
the Rdjasa-Sdstra; those which are merely the contribution of 


^ Published at Conjeeveram, 190a. 
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human beings are called the Tdmasa Sdstra. The Rdjasa Sdstra is 
of two kinds, the Pancardtra and the Vaikhdnasa. Sdtvata, 
Pauskara and Jaydkhya were probably the earliest Pancaratra 
works written by the sages, and of these again the Sdtvata is con- 
sidered the best, as it consists of a dialogue between the Lord and 
Samkarsana. 

The Isvara-samhitd consists of twenty-four chapters, of which 
sixteen are devoted to ritualistic worship, one to the description of 
images, one to initiation, one to meditation, one to mantras^ one to 
expiation, one to methods of self-control, and one to a description 
of the holiness of the Yadava hill^. The chapter on worship is 
interspersed with philosophical doctrines which form the basis of 
the Srivaisnava philosophy and religion. 

The Hayastrsa-samhitd consists of four parts; the first part, 
called the PratUfhd-kdnda, consists of forty-two chapters; the 
second, the Sarnkar^ana, of thirty-seven chapters; the third, the 
Linga^ of twenty chapters; and the fourth, the Saura-kdnda^ of 
forty-five chapters^. All the chapters deal with rituals concerning 
the installation of images of various minor gods, the methods of 
making images and various other kinds of rituals. The Vimu-tattva- 
samhitd consists of thirty-nine chapters, and deals entirely with 
rituals of image-worship, ablutions, the holding of Vaisnava marks, 
purificatory rites, etc/^ The Parama-samhitd consists of thirty-one 
chapters, dealing mainly with a description of the process of crea- 
tion, rituals of initiation, and other kinds of worship®. In the tenth 
chapter, however, it deals with yoga. In this chapter we hear of 
jndna-yoga and karma-yoga. Jndna-yoga is regarded as superior to 
karma-yoga, though it may co-exist therewith. Jndna-yoga means 
partly practical philosophy and the effort to control all sense- 
inclinations by that means. It also includes samddhi, or deep con- 
centration, and the practice of prdndydma. The word yoga is here 
used in the sense of “joining or attaching oneself to.’* The man 
who practises yoga hxes his mind on God and by deep meditation 
detaches himself from all worldly bonds. The idea of karma-yoga 
does not appear to be very clear; but in all probability it means 
worship of Visnu. The Pardsara samhitdj which was also available 

^ Published at Conjee veram. 

* It has been available to the pfcserit writer only in MS. 

* This taffihitd has also been available to the present writer only in MS. 
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only in manuscript, consists of eight chapters dealing with the 
methods of muttering the name of God. 

The Padma-’Satnhita, consisting of thirty-one chapters, deals 
with various kinds of rituals and the chanting of mantras^ offerings, 
religious festivities and the like^. The Paramesvara-satnkitd^ con- 
sisting of fifteen chapters, deals with the meditation on mantras^ 
sacrifices and methods of ritual and expiation*. The Pauskara- 
samhitd^ which is one of the earliest, consists of forty-three chapters, 
and deals with various kinds of image-worship, funeral sacrifices 
and also with some philosophical topics^. It contains also a special 
chapter called Tattva-samkhydna^ in which certain philosophical 
views are discussed. These, however, are not of any special im- 
portance and may well be passed over. The Prakdsa-samhitd con- 
sists of two parts. The first part is called Parama-tattva-nirimya^ 
and consists of fifteen chapters; the second, called Para-tattva^ 
prakdsa, consists of twelve chapters only^. The Mahd-sanatkumdra- 
samhitd, consisting of four chapters and forty sections in all, deals 
entirely with rituals of worship-. It is a big work, containing ten 
thousand verses. Its four chapters are called Brahma-rdtra, 
^iva-fdtra, Indra-rdtra and Rsi-rdtra. The Aniruddha-samkita- 
mahopanisad contains thirty-four chapters and deals entirely with 
descriptions of various rituals, methods of initiation, expiation, 
installation of images, the rules regarding the construction of 
images, etc.- The Kdsyapa-samhitd, consisting of twelve chapters, 
deals mainly with poisons and methods of remedy by incantations^. 
The Vihagendra-samhita deals largely with meditation on mantras 
and sacrificial oblations and consists of twenty-four chapters. In 
the twelfth chapter it deals extensively with prdndydma, or breath- 
control, as a part of the process of worship-. The Sudarsana- 
samhitd consists of forty-one chapters and deals with meditation on 
mantras and expiation of sins. Agastya-samhitd consists of thirty- 
two chapters. The Vamtha contains tw^enty-four chapters, the 
Visvdmitra twenty -six chapters and the Visnu-samhitd thirty chap- 
ters. 'Fhey are all in manuscripts and deal more or less with the 
same subject, namely, ritualistic worship. The Visnu-sarnhitd is, 
however, very much under the influence of Sarnkhya and holds 
Puru^a to be all-pervasive. It also invests Purusa with dynamic 

' It has been available to the present writer onlv in MS. 

* These works also were available to the present writer only in MS. 
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activity by reason of which xhtprakrti passes through evolutionary 
changes. The five powers of the five senses are regarded as the 
power of Visnu. The power of Visnu has both a gross and a tran- 
'scendental form. In its transcendental form it is power as con- 
sciousness, power as world-force, power as cause, power by which 
consciousness grasps its objects and power as omniscience and 
omnipotence. These five powers in their transcendental forms con- 
stitute the subtle body of God. In the thirtieth chapter the Vifnu- 
sarnhUd deals with yoga and its six accessories {sad-a^a-yoga), and 
shows how the yoga method can be applied for the attainment of 
devotion, and calls it Bhdgavata-yoga. It may be noticed that the 
description of human souls as all-pervasive is against the Srivaisnava 
position. The a^fdnga yoga (yoga with eight accessories) is often 
recommended and was often practised by the early adherents of the 
Srivaisnava faith, as has already been explained. The Markandeya- 
samhitd consists of thirty-two chapters, speaks of io8 sanMtds^ and 
gives a list of ninety-one samhitdsK The Viwaksena-samhitd con^ 
sists of thirty-one chapters. It is a very old work and has often been 
utilized by Ramanuja, Saumya Jamatr muni and others. The 
Hiranya-garbha-safnhitd consists of four chapters. 

Philosophy of the Jayikhya and other Samhitas. 

The Pancaratra literature is, indeed, vast, but it has been shown 
that most of this literature is full of ritualistic details and that there 
is very little of philosophy in it. The only samhitas (so far as they 
are available to us) which have some philosophical elements in them 
are the Jaydkhya-samhitdy Ahirbudhnya-samkitd^ Vimu-samhiid, 
Vihagendra-samkitd, Parama-samhitd and Pau^kara-satnhitd; of 
these the Ahtrbudhnya and the Jaydkhya are the most important. 

The Jayd starts with the view that merely by performance of 
the sacrifices, making of gifts, study of the Vedas, and expiatory 
penances, one cannot attain eternal Heaven or liberation from 
bondage. Until we can know the ultimate reality (para-tattva) 
which is all-pervasive, eternal, self-realized, pure consciousness, 
but which through its own will can take forms, there is no hope of 
salvation. This ultimate reality resides in our hearts and is in itself 

' These are also in MS. Schrader enumerates them in his Introduction to 
Padcardtra. 
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devoid of any qualities {nir-guna), though it lies hidden by the 
qualities {guna-guhya) and is without any name {a-ndmaka). 

A number of sages approached Sandilya in the mountain of 
Gandhamadana with inquiry concerning the manner in which this 
ultimate reality may be known. Sandilya in reply said that this 
science was very secret and very ancient, and that it could be given 
only to true believers who were ardently devoted to their preceptors. 
It was originally given to Narada by Visnu. The Lord Visnu is the 
object of our approach, but He can be approached only through the 
scriptures (Sdstra); the Sdstra can be taught only by a teacher. The 
teacher therefore is the first and primary m'eans to the attainment 
of the ultimate reality through the instructions of the scriptures. 

The Jaydkhya-satnhitd then describes the three kinds of crea- 
tion, of which the first is called Brahma-sarga, which is of a mytho- 
logical character; it is stated that in the beginning Brahma was 
created by Visnu and that he, by his own egoism, polluted the 
creation which he made and that two demons, Madhu and Kaitabha, 
produced from two drops of sweat, stole away the Vedas and thus 
created great confusion. Visnu fought with them by His physical 
energies, but was unsuccessful. He then fought with them by His 
** mantra'* energy and thus ultimately destroyed them. 

The second creation is that of the evolution of the Sarnkhya 
categories. It is said in the Jaydkhya-samhitd that in the pradhdna 
the three gunas exist together in mutual unity. Just as in a lamp the 
wick, the oil and the fire act together to form the unity of the lamp, 
so the three gunas also exist together and form the pradhdna. 
Though these gunas arc separate, yet in the pradhdna they form an 
inseparable unity (bhinnam ekdtma-laksanam). These gunas, how- 
ever, are separated out from this state of union, and in this order of 
separation sattva comes first, then rajas and then tamas. From the 
threefold unity of the gunas the buddhi-tattva is evolved, and from 
this are produced the three kinds of ahamkdra. prakdsdtmd, 
vikrtydtmd and bhutdtmd. From the first kind of ahamkdra, as 
taijasa or ns prakdidtmd, the five cognitive senses and the manas are 
produced. From the second kind of ahamkdra the five conative 
senses are evolved. From the ahamkdra as bhutdtmd the five 
bhuta~yoni or sources of elements (otherwise called the five tan^ 
mdtra) are produced, and from these are derived the five gross 
elements. The prakrti is unintelligent and material in nature, and 



26 


The Pancardtra 


[CH. 


so, as may well be expected, the evolution from prakrti is also 
material in nature. The natural question in this connection is: how 
can matter begin to produce other material entities? The answer 
given to this question is that, though both a paddy seed and a piece 
of rice are material by nature, yet there is productivity in the 
former, but not in the latter; so, though tht prakrti and itsevolutes 
are both material in nature, yet one is produced out of the other. 
The products of the unintelligent prakrti, being suffused with the 
glow of the self as pure consciousness, one with Brahman, appear as 
being endowed with consciousness^. Just as a piece of iron becomes 
endowed with magnetic powers, so the prakrti also becomes en- 
dowed with intelligence through its association with the intelligent 
self in unity with Brahman. The question, however, arises how, 
since matter and intelligence are as different from each other as light 
from darkness, there can be any association between the unconscious 
prakrti and the pure intelligence. To this the reply is that the in- 
dividual soul {jlva) is a product of a beginningless association of 
vdsand with pure consciousness. For the removal of this vdsand a 
certain power emanates from Brahman and, impelled by His will, 
so works within the inner microcosm of man that the pure con- 
sciousness in the jlva is ultimately freed from the vdsand through 
the destruction of his karma, and he becomes ultimately one with 
Brahman. The karma can bear fruits only when they are associated 
with their receptacle, the vdsand. The self, or the soul, is brought 
into association with the gunas by the energy of God, and it can 
thereby come to know its own vdsand, which are non-intelligent by 
nature and a product of the guna^. So long as the self is in associa- 
tion with the covering of mdyd it experiences good and evil. The 
association of consciousness wkh matter is thus effected through 
the manifestation of a special energy of God by which the self is 
made to undergo the various experiences through its association 
with mdyd. As soon as the bond is broken, the self as pure con- 
sciousness becomes one with Brahman. 


^ cid-rUpam dtma-tattvam yad abhinnam brahmani sthitarji 

tenaitac churitam bhdfi acic cinmayavad dvija. 

Jaydkhya-samhitd (MS.), iii. 14. 

When this section was written the Jaydkftya-samhitd was not published. It has 
since been published in the Gaekwad s oriental series. 

* mdydmaye dviid-dhdre fiu^id-tlhdre into jade 

saktyd samyojito hy dtmd vetty dtmlyds ca vdsandh. Ibid, iif 24. 
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l^he third creation is the pure creation {suddhc.-sarga), in which 
God, otherwise called Vasudeva, evolved from out of Himself three 
subsidiary agents, Acyuta, Satya and Purusa, which are in reality 
but one with Him and have no different existence. In His form as 
Purusa God behaves as the inner controller of all ordinary gods, 
whom He goads and leads to work. And it is in this form that God 
works in all human beings bound with the ties of vdsand, and directs 
them to such courses as may ultimately lead them to the cessation 
of their bondage. 

God is pure bliss and self-conscious in Himself. He is the 
highest and the ultimate reality beyond all, which is, however, 
self-existent and the support of all other things. He is beginning- 
less and infinite and cannot be designated either as existent or 
as non-existent {na sat tan nasad ucyate). He is devoid of all 
gunas, but enjoys the various products of the gunas, and exists 
both inside and outside us. He is omniscient, all-perceiving, the 
Lord of all and all are in Him. He combines in Him all energies, 
and is spontaneous in Himself with all His activities. He pervades 
all things, but is yet called non-existent because He cannot be per- 
ceived by the senses. But, just as the fragrance of flowers can be 
intuited directly, so God also can be intuited directly^. All things 
are included in His existence and He is not limited either in time or 
in space. Just as fire exists in a red-hot iron-ball as if it were one 
therewith, so does God pervade the whole world. Just as things 
that are imaged on a mirror may in one sense be said to be in it and 
in another sense to be outside it, so God is in one sense associated 
with all sensible qualities and in another sense is unassociated there- 
with. God pervades all the conscious and the unconscious entities, 
just as the watery juice pervades the whole of the plant^. God can- 
not be known by arguments or proof. His all-pervading existence 
is as unspeakable and undemonstrable as the existence of tire in 
wood and butter in milk. He is perceivable only through direct 
intuition. Just as logs of wood enter into the fire and are lost in it, 
just as rivers lose themselves in the ocean, so do the Yogins enter 
into the essence of God. In such circumstances there is difference 
between the rivers and the ocean into which they fall, yet the dif- 

^ iva-saffivedyam tu tad viddhi gandfiah pufpddiko yathd. 

Jaydkhya-sajnhitd, iv. 76. 

* cetand-cetandh sarve hhQtdh sthdvara-jaAgamdh 

puritdh paramesena rasenaufadhayo yathd. Ibid. iv. 93. 
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ference cannot be perceived^. There is thus both a difference be- 
tween the waters of the rivers and the ocean and an absence of dif- 
ference, even as between the devotees of God and God. The 
doctrine here preached is thus a theory of bhedabheda or unity-in- 
difference. 

Brahman is here described as being identical with consciousness, 
and all objects of knowledge (jneya) are regarded as existing inside 
the mind^. The true knowledge is unassociated with any qualifica- 
tions, and it can rise only through the process of Yogic practice by 
those who have learnt to be in union with God®. 

When through the grace of God one begins to realize that all the 
fruits, of actions and all that one does are of the nature of the gunas 
of prakrti^ there dawns the spiritual inquiry within one, as to one’s 
own nature, and as to the nature of the essence of sorrow, and one 
approaches the true preceptor. When the devotee continues to 
think of the never-ending cycle of rebirths and the consequent 
miseries of such transitoriness and other afflictions associated with 
it, and also undergoes the various bodily disciplines as dictated by 
his Gurus, and is initiated into the ** mantras^" his mind becomes 
disinclined to worldly joys and pure like the water in the autumn, 
or the sea without any ripple, or like a steady lamp unfluttered by 
the wind. When the pure consciousness dawns in the mind, all 
possible objects of knowledge, including the ultimate object of 
knowledge, arise in the mind, and the thought and the object be- 
come held together as one, and gradually the Supreme knowledge 
and cessation that brings ** Nirvana'* are secured. All that is known 
is in reality one with the thought itself, though it may appear 
different therefrom. This ultimate state is indescribable through 
language. It can only be felt an3 realized intuitively without the 
application of logical faculty or of the sense-organs. It can be re- 
ferred to only by means of images. It is transcendental by nature, 
ultimate and absolutely without any support. It is the mere being 
which reveals itself in the joy of the soul. Of the two ways of 

^ sarit^satnghdd yathd tayam sampravifiam maho^dadhau 
alakfyas cd" dake bhedah parasmin yogindm tathd, 

Jaydkhya-iatphiidt iv. 123. 

* brahmd^hhinnam vibhor jndnarp irotum iuhdmi tattvatah 

yena samprdpyaU jHeyam antah-/uiui^*tarj%sthitam. Ibid. iv. i . 

* sarvo*‘pddhi-vinirmuktaip jndnam ^J^nta^mrmalam 
utpadyau hi yuktarya yogdbhydtdt kramew tat. Ibid. V. a. 
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Samddhi which proceed through absorptive emotions (bhdva-jd) 
and the way of the practice of mantras it is the latter that is the more 
efficacious. The practice of mantras removes all obstacles to self- 
realization produced by mdyd and its products. 

In describing the emanation of Acyuta, Satya and Purusa from 
Vasudeva, the Jaydkhya-samhitd holds that such an emanation 
occurs only naturally and not as a result of a purposive will; and 
the three entities, Acyuta, Satya and Purusa, which evolve out of 
Visudeva, behave as one through mutual reflections, and in this 
subtle form they exist in the heart of men as the operative energy of 
God, gradually leading them to their ultimate destination of eman- 
cipation and also to the enjoyment of experiences. 

The Jaydkhya-samhitd describes knowledge as two-fold, as 
sattdkhya (static) and as kriydkhya (dynamic). The kriydkhya- 
jndna involves the moral disciplines of yama and niyamaj and it is 
by the continual habit and practice of the kriydkhya-jfidna of yama 
and niyama that the sattdkhya-jndna^ or wisdom, may attain its 
final fulfilment. The yama and the niyama here consist of the fol- 
lowing virtues; purity, sacrifice, penance, study of the Vedas, 
absence of cruelty, and ever-present forgiveness, truthfulness, doing 
good to all creatures including one’s enemies, respect for the pro- 
perty of others, control of mind, disinclination of mind to all things 
of sensual enjoyment, bestowing gifts upon others according to 
one’s own power, speaking true and kind words, constancy of mind 
to friends and enemies, straightforwardness, sincerity and merciful- 
ness to all creatures. The equilibrium of the three gunas is called 
Avidya, which may be regarded as the cause of attachment, an- 
tipathy and other defects, Atman is the term used to denote the 
pure consciousness, as tinged with gunas, avidyd and mdyd. 

The position described above leads to the view that God 
emanates from Himself as His tripartite energy, which forms the 
inner microcosm of man. It is by virtue of this energy that the pure 
consciousness in man comes into association with his root-instincts 
and psychosis in general, by virtue of which the psychical elements, 
which are themselves unconscious and material, begin to behave as 
intelligent. It is by virtue of such an association that experience be- 
comes possible. Ultimately, however, the same indwelling energy 
separates the conscious principle from the unconscious elements 
and thereby produces emancipation, in which the conscious element 
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of the individual becomes merged in Brahman. The association of 
the conscious element with the unconscious psychosis, which has 
evolved from prakrti, is not due to a false imaging of the one or the 
other, or to an illusion, but to the operative power of the indwelling 
energy of God, which exists in us. The individual, called also the 
Atmariy is the product of this forced association. When rhe complex 
element is disassociated from the psychosis and the root-instincts, 
it becomes merged in Brahman, of which it is a part and with which 
it exists in a state of unity-in-difFerence. The difference between this 
view and that of the Sdmkkya is that, though it admits in general 
the Samkhya view of evolution of the categories from prakrtt\ yet 
it does not admit the theory of Purusa and the transcendental 
illusion of Purusa and prakrtiy which is to be found in the classical 
Samkhya of Isvara krsna. There is no reference here to the teleo- 
logy in prakrti which causes its evolution, or to the view that the 
prakrti is roused to activity by God or by Purusa, Prakrti is sup- 
posed here to possess a natural producti'^e power of evolving the 
categories from out of itself. 

The Jaydkhya-samhita speaks of the devotee as a yogin and 
holds that there are two ways of arriving at the ultimate goal, one 
through absorptive trance, and the other through the practice of 
concentration on the mantras. In describing the process of Yoga^ 
it holds that the yogin must be a man who has his senses within 
his absolute control and who is devoid of antipathy to all beings. 
Full of humility, he should take his seat in a lonely place and con- 
tinue the practice of prdndydma for the control of mind. The three 
processes of prqndydmay viz. pratyaharUy dhyanOy and dharandy are 
described. Then, Yoga is stated to be of three kinds, prakrta^ 
paurusa and aisvaryUy the meaning of which is not very clear. It 
may, however, be the meditation on prakrtV^ ultimate principle, or 
on Purusa, or the Yoga, which is intended for the attainment of 
miraculous power. Four kinds ot asanas are described, namely, tli;U 
of Paryamka, Kamala, Bhadra and Svastika, The Yogic posture is 
also described. The control of the mind, w hich again is regarded as 
the chief aim of yoga, may be of two kinds, namely, of those ten- 
dencies of mind which are due to environments and of those that 
are constitutional to the mind. It. is by increasing the sattva 
quality of the mind that it can be made to fix itself upon an object. 
In another classification we htar c»f three kinds of yoga, uikala 



xvi] Philosophy of the JaySkhya and other Satnhitds 31 

nifkala and Viptu^ or sabda, vyoma and sa-vigraha. In the sakala 
or the sa-vigraha type of yoga the yogin concentrates his mind on the 
gross idol of the deity; and then gradually, as he becomes habi- 
tuated, he concentrates his mind on the notion of a glowing circular 
disc; then on the dimension of a pea; then on the dimension of a 
horse-hair; then on a human hair of the head; then on the human 
hair of the body; and as a consequence of the perfection^ of this 
practice the path of the brahma-randhra opens up for him. In the 
niskala type of yoga the yogin meditates upon the ultimate reality, 
with the result that his own essence as Brahman is revealed to him. 
The third form consists in the meditation on the mantras^ by which 
course also the ultimate reality is revealed to the yogin. Through the 
process of the yoga the yogin ultimately passes out by the channel 
of his brahma-randhra and leaves his body, after which he attains 
unity with the ultimate reality, Vasudeva^. 

In the fourth chapter of the Visnu-Samhitd (Manuscript) the 
three gunas are supposed to belong to Prakrti, which, with its 
evolutes, is called Ksetra, God being called Ksetrajna^, The prakrti 
and God exist together as it were in union®. The prakrti produces 
all existences and withdraws them within it in accordance with the 
direction or the superintendence of the Purusa^y though it seems to 
behave as an independent agent. Purusa is described as an all- 
pervading conscious principle. 

The Visnu-samhitdy after describing the three kinds of egoism 
as sdttvikoy rdjasa and idmasa^ speaks of the rdjasa ahamkdra not 
only as evolving the conative senses but also as being the active- 
principle directing all our cognitive and conative energies. As the 
cognitive energy, it behaves both as attention directed to sense- 
perception and also to reflection involving synthetic and analytic 
activities. The Visnu-samhitd speaks further of the five powders of 
God, by which the Lord, though absolutely qualityless in Himself, 
reveals Himself through all the sensible qualities. It is probably in 
this way that all the powers of prakrti exist in God, and it is in this 

* JaySkhya-samhitdy Ch. 33. In Ch. 34 the process of yoga by which the 
yogin gradually approaches the stage of the final destruction of his body is 
described. 

* kfetrdkhyd prakrtir jneyd tad-vit kfetra-jda Isvarah. 

. I'iptu-samhitd, iv. 

* ubhayam cedam atyantam ahhinnam iva tiphati. Ibid. 

* tan~niyogdt svatantreva sOte bhdvdn haraty api. Ibid. 
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sense that the k^etra or the prakrti is supposed to be abhinna, or 
one with God. These powers are (i) ctc»chakti\ that is, power of 
consciousness, which is the unchangeable ground of all works. 
Second is His power as the enjoyer, or purti§a. The third power is 
the causal power, manifested as the manifold universe. The fourth 
power is the power by which sense-objects are grasped and com- 
prehended in knowledge. The fifth power is that which resolves 
knowledge into action. The sixth power is the power that reveals 
itself as the activity of thought and action^. It seems, therefore, 
that what has been described above as purusa^ or enjoyer, is not a 
separate principle, but the power of God; just as prakrti itself is not 
a separate principle, but a manifestation of the power of God. 

The process of Bhdgavata-yoga described in Vtsnu-samhitd con- 
sists primarily of a system of bodily and moral control, involving 
control of the passions of greed, anger, etc., the habit of meditation 
in solitary places, the development of a spirit of dependence on 
God, and self-criticism. When, as a result of this, the mind be- 
comes pure and disinclined to worldly things, there arises an in- 
tellectual and moral apprehension of the distinction of what is bad 
and impure from what is good and pure, whence attachment, or 
bhakti, is produced. Through this attachment one becomes self- 
contented and loyal to one's highest goal and ultimately attains 
true knowledge. The process of prdndydma^ in which various kinds 
of meditations are prescribed, is also recommended for attainment 
of the ultimate union with God, which is a state of emancipation. 
The view here taken of bhakti, or devotion, shows that bhakti is used 
here in the simple sense of inclination to worship, and the means to 
the fruition of this worship is yoga. The so-called bhakti-sc\ioo\ of 
the Bhagavatas was so much undej the influence of the yoga-systtm 
that a bhakta was required to be a yogin, since bhakti by itself was 
not regarded as a sufficient means to the attainment of salvation. 
In the tenth chapter of the Parama-samhitd the process of yoga is 
described in a conversation between Brahma and Parama. It is said 
there that the knowledge attained by yoga is better than any other 

^ cic-chaktih sarva-kdrydhdih kiifasthah paramefthy asau 
dvitiyd tasya yd iaktih ptirmdkhyddi-vikriyd 
visvd'^khyd vividhd-bhdsd trtlyd karund'^tmikd 
caturthl vifayam prdpya nivrity-dkhyd tathd punah. Vi$ffu-samhitd. 

* pUrvd-jndna-kriyd-saktih sarvdkHyd tasya padcaml. Ibid. 

• tasmdt sarva-prayatnena hh\ ktn bhavH sadd. Ibid. Ch, 30. 
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kind of knowledge. When deeds are performed withoutj^o^a wisdom, 
they can hardly bring about the desired fruition. Yoga means the 
peaceful union of the mind with any particular object^. When the 
mind is firmly fixed on the performance of the deed, it is called 
karma^yoga^. When the mind is unflinchingly fixed on knowledge, 
it is called jndna^yogefi. He, however, who clings to the Lord 
Visnu in both these ways attains ultimately supreme union with 
the highest Lord. Both the jndna-yoga and the karma~yoga, as the 
moral discipline of ya?na and myoma on the one hand and vairdgya 
(disinclination) and samadhi on the other, are ultimately supported 
in Brahman. It may be remembered that in the Gitd^ karma-yt^a 
means the performance of the scriptural caste-duties without any 
desire for their fruits. Here, however, the karma-^yoga means yama 
and niyatna, involving vrata, fasting (upavdsa) and gifts (ddna), and 
probably also some of the virtues of diverse kinds of self-control. 
The term vairdgya means the wisdom by which the senses are made 
to desist from their respective objects; and the term samddhi means 
the wisdom by which the mind stays unflinchingly in the Supreme 
I^ord, When the senses are through vairdgya restrained from their 
respective objects, the mind has to be fixed firmly on the Supreme 
Lord, and this is called yoga. Through continual practice, as the 
vairdgya grows firm, the vdsandSy or the root-instincts and desires, 
gradually fall off. It is advised that the yogin should not make any 
violent attempt at self-control, but should proceed slowly and 
gently, so that he may, through a long course of time, be able to 
bring his mind under complete control. He should take proper 
hygienic care of himself as regards food and other necessities for 
keeping the body sound and should choose a lonely place, free from 
all kinds of distractions, for his yoga practice. He should not on any 
account indulge in any kind of practice which may be painful to his 
body. He should further continue to think that he is dependent on 
God and that birth, existence and destruction are things which do 
not belong to him. In this way the pure bhakii will rise in his mind, 

^ yat karoti samddhOnaifi cittasya vifaye kvacit 

anukHlam asamkfobhatfi samyoga iti kirtyate. 

Parama-samhttd^ Ch. lo (MS.). 

‘ yadi karmditi badhmtntt cittam askhalitam naram 

kanna~yogo hhavaty e^aht, sarva-pSpa-^pranSsanah. Ibid. 

* yadi tu jndna evOrthe ciUatft badhndti nirvyathak 

jndna^yogafi sa vijUeyah sarva~siddhi-karah iubhah. 


D 111 


Ibid. 

3 
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through which he will gradually be able to extract the root of at- 
tachment. He should also train himself to think of the evils of 
alluring experiences which have not yet been enjoyed, and he 
should thus desist from attaching himself to such experiences. 

As regards the preference of karma-yoga to jndna-yoga and vice 
versa, the view maintained here is that there can be no rule as re- 
gards the preference. There are some who are temperamentally 
fitted for karma-yoga and others for jndna-yoga. Those who are of 
a special calibre should unite both courses, karma-yoga scaA jndna- 
yoga. 


Philosophy of the Ahirbudhnya-samhita. 

In the Ahirbudhnya-samhitd Ahirbudhnya says that after under- 
going a long course of penance he received from Samkarsana true 
knowledge and that this true knowledge was the science of Sudar- 
^ana, which is the support of all things in the worlds The ultimate 
reality is the beginningless, endless and eternal reality, which is 
devoid of all names and forms, beyond all speech and mind, the 
omnipotent whole which is absolutely changeless. From this 
eternal and unchangeable reality there springs a spontaneous idea 
or desire {samkalpa). This Idea is not limited by time, space or 
substance. Brahman is of the nature of intuition, of pure and 
infinite bliss {nihsima-sukhdnubhava-laksana), and He resides every- 
where and in all beings. He is like the waveless sea. He has none 
of the worldly qualities which we find in mundane things. He is 
absolutely self-realized and complete in Himself, and cannot be 
defined by any expressions such as *‘this’' or “such.” He is devoid 
of all that is evil or bad and the al>ode of all that is blissful and good. 
The Brahman is known by many names, such as '' paramdtman,'' 
**dtman,** bhagavdn,'" "'vdsudeva** ** avyakta,"" '*prakrti,'' *'pra- 
dhdna,*' etc. When by true knowledge the virtues and sins ac- 
cumulated during many lives are destroyed, when the root-instincts 
or tendencies called vdsand are tom asunder and the three gunas and 
their products cease to bind a person, he directly realizes the nature 
of Brahman or the absolute reality, which can neither be described 

* sudarsam-svarapam tat procyamOnaffi mayd ifnu 

irute yatrd* khilddhdre iarfUaydi te no santi vai, 

Ahirlnuihnya-sanihitd, iii. a. 5. 
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nor defined by language as ^ this’* or as ‘*auch.” The Brahman in- 
tuitively perceives all things and is the soul of all, and therefore, the 
past, present and the future have all vanished away from Him. 
Brahman does not exist therefore in time, as He is beyond time. 
Similarly He is beyond all primary and secondary qualities, and yet 
he possesses the six qualities. Of the qualities knowledge is re- 
garded as the first and the foremost. It is spiritual and self-illumin- 
ating; it enters into all things and reflects them, and is eternal. The 
essence of Brahman is pure consciousness, and yet He is regarded 
as possessing knowledge as a quality^. The power of Brahman 
is regarded as that by which He has originated the world*. The 
spontaneous agency {kartrtva) of God is called His majesty 
{aiivarya). His strength (bala) is that by virtue of which He is 
never fatigued in His untiring exertion. His energy {virya) is that 
by virtue of which, being the matenal cause of the world, He yet 
remains unchanged in Himself. His self-sufficiency {tejas) is that 
by virtue of which He creates the world by His own unaided efforts. 
These five qualities are, however, all regarded as qualities of know- 
ledge, and knowledge alone is regarded as the essence of God. 
When such a Brahman, which is of the nature of knowledge and is 
endowed with all qualities, resolves Himself into the idea of 
splitting Himself into the many, it is called Sudai^ana. 

The powers of all things are in themselves of an unspeakable 
nature and cannot exist separately {a-prthak^stkita) from the sub- 
stances in which they inhere. They are the potential or subtle 
states of the substance itself, which are not perceived separately in 
themselves and cannot be defined as “this” or “not this” in any 
way, but can only be known from their effects*. So God has in Him 
the power {iakti} which exists as undifferentiated from Him, as the 
moonbeam from the moon. It is spontaneous, and the universe is 
but a manifestation of this power. It is called bliss {dnanda)^ be- 


svd-tma^saifd>odhi nityaifi sarvd-vagdhanarfi 
jfldnarfi ndma gufiatfi prdhuh prathama^ guypi^cintakdh 
svarQpam brahmanas tac ca guifai ca pariglyate. 

Ahtrbudhnya-sarfihitdt iii. a. 53. 

jagat^prakrti^hhdvo ya^t sd iaktil^ pariklrtitd. Ibtd. a. 57. 

iaktayah sarva^bhdvdndm aantyd ^•prthak^stfntdfi 
svarQpe naiva driydnte dfiyante kdryatas tu tdb 
saksmdvasthd hi sd tefdfft sarva-bhdvd^nugdminl 
idantayd vidhdtiifft sd na niftddhutp ca iakyate, [hid, a, 3. 



The Pahcardtra 


36 


[CH. 


cause it does not depend on anything {nirap€k§atayananda)\ it is 
eternal {nitya\ because it is not limited in time; it is complete 
{punm)y because it is not limited by any form; it manifests itself as 
the world and is therefore called Lakpni^. It contracts itself into 
the form of the world and is therefore called Kundalint\ and it is 
called Vimu-sakti because it is the supreme power of God. The 
power is in reality different from Brahman; but yet it appears as 
one therewith. With this power He is always engaged in an eternal 
act of creation, untired, unfatigued, and unaided by any other agent 
{satatam kurvato jagat)^. The power of God manifests itself in two 
ways, as static entities such as aiyakta^ kdla and purusa and as 
activity. iSakti, or power of God as activity (kriyd), is spontaneous 
and of the nature of will and thought resulting in action^. This is 
also called samkalpa, or the Idea, which is irresistible in its move- 
ment whereby it produces all material objects and spiritual entities, 
such as avyakta^ kdla and purusa^. It is this power, which is other- 
wise designated as laksmi or vimu-sakti^ that impels the avyakta 
into the course of evolution, and purusa to confront the products 
of prakrti and run through the experiences. When it withdraws 
these functions from these entities, there is pralaya or dissolution. 
It is by the force of this power that at the time of creation the 
prakrti as the composite of the three guna^ is urged into creative 
evolution. The association of the purusa wdth the prakrti also is 
brought about by the same power, I'his Idea is vibratory by nature 
and assumes diverse forms, and thus by its various transformations 
produces various categories^. 

In the original state all the manifold world of creation was 
asleep, as it were, in an equilibrium in which all the qualities of God 
were completely suspended, like* the sea when there are no waves 
ruffling Its breast. This power, which exists in an absolutely static 
or suspended state, is pure vacuity or nothingness {sunyatva- 
Tupini); for it has no manifestation of any kind. It is self-dependent 


' jagattayd lak^yamdnd sd lakfmlriti glyate. Ahirbudhnya-santhitdf in. 9. 

* Ihtd, II. 59. 

* svatantrya-mula icchd-tmd pr*>kfd-rdpah kriyd^pluilah. 

Ibid. III. 30. 

* unmefo yah susamkalpah sarvatrdvydhatah krtau 
avyakta-kdla-pum-TUpdffi cetandc€tandtmikdm. Ibid. ill. 30, 31. 

^ so* yarn sudarsanam ndma samkMpah-spandand-tmakah 
vibhajya bahudhd ruparp hhdve bhdve*vaHffhate. Ibid. ill. 39 
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and no reason can be assigned as to why it suddenly changes itself 
from a potential to an actual stated. It is one and exists in identity 
with the Brahman, or the ultimate reality. It is this power which 
creates as its owti transformation all categories pure and impure and 
all material forms as emanations from out of itself. It manifests 
itself as the kriyd, the virya^ tejas and the bala of God, mere forms 
of its own expression and in all forms of duality as subject and 
object, as matter and consciousness, pure and impure, the enjoyer 
and the enjoyed, the experiencer and the experienced, and so on. 
When it moves in the progressive order, there is the evolutionary 
creation; and, when it moves in the inverse order, there is in- 
volution. 

From a pair of two different functions of this power the dif- 
ferent forms of pure creation come into being. Thus from know- 
ledge (jndna) and the capacity for unceasing work of never-ending 
creation (bala) we have the spiritual form of Samkarsana. From the 
function of spontaneous agency (aisvarya) and the unaffectedness 
in spite of change {vtrya) is generated the spiritual form of Prad- 
yumna; and from the power that transforms itself into the world- 
forms (sakti) and the non-dependence on accessories (tejas) is pro- 
duced the form as Aniruddha. Tliese three spiritual forms are 
called vyuha (conglomeration) because each of them is the resultant 
of the conglomeration of a pair of gunas. Though the two gunas 
predominate in each vyuha, yet each vyuha possesses the six 
qualities (sad-guna) of the Lord; for these are all but manifestations 
of Visnu-. ]:.ach of these forms existed for 1600 years before the 
next form emanated from it, and at the time of the involution also 
it took 1 60c years for each lower form to pass into the higher form, 
Schrader, alluding to the Mahd-Sanatkumdra-Samhitd, says: 
“ Vasudeva creates from His mind the while goddess Santi and to- 
gether with her Samkarsana or fiiva, then from the left side of the 
latter is born the red goddess ^*ri, whose son is Pradyumna or 
Brahman; the latter, again, creates the yellow Sarasvati and to- 


tasya staimitya-rupd yd stiktih sunyatva-riipinj 
svatantrydd eva kasmdc ett kvacit sonmefarn rcchuti 
dtma-bhutd hi y<l iaktih parasya brahmano htireh. 

Ahirbudhnya-snmhitd, V. 3 and 4. 

tiydpti-mdtram guno' nmefo mUrtti^kara in tridha 
cdtur^dtmyasthitir vifnor guna-vyatikaro-dbhava. Ibid. v. 21. 
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gether with her Aniruddha or Purusottama, whose Sakti becomes 
the black Rati, who is the threefold Mayd-koia,'"'^ Schrader 
further draws attention to the fact that these couples are all outside 
the brahmanda and are therefore different in nature from the 
mundane gods, such as Siva, etc. The vyuhas are regarded as ful- 
filling three different functions, (i) the creation, maintenance and 
destruction of tne world; (2) the protection of the mundane beings; 
and (3) lending assistance to those devotees who seek to attain the 
ultimate emancipation. Samkar^na exists as the deity superin<* 
tending all the individual souls and separates them from the 
prakrti^. The second spiritual form superintends the minds (manas) 
of all beings and gives specific instruction ’regarding all kinds of 
religious performances. He is als'o responsible for the creation of 
all human beings and from among them such beings as have froin 
the beginning dedicated their all to God and become absolutely 
attached to Him^. As Aniruddha, he protects the world and leads 
men to the ultimate attainment of wisdom. He is also responsible 
for the creation of the world, which is an admixture of good and 
evil {misra-varga-STstim ca karotif. These three forms are in reality 
but one with Vasudeva. These avatdras are thus the pure avatdras 
of Visnu, 

In addition to these there are two other forms of manifestation, 
called dvesdvatdra and sdksdd-avatdra. The former^is of two kinds, 
svarupdvtia (as in the case of avatdras like Para^urama, Rama, etc. ) 
and iakty-dveia (as the influx of certain special functions or powers 
of. God, e.g. in the case of Brahma or Siva, who are on special 
occasions endowed with certain special powers of God), 'fhese 
secondary dvesdvatdrqs are by the will of God produced in the form 
of human beings, as Rama, Krsna, in the form of animals, as the 
Boar, the Fish and the Man-lidh, or even as a tree (the crooked 
mango tree in the Dandaka forest). These forms are not the original 
transcendental forms of God, but manifest divine functions 


' Introduction to the Pancar dtta by Schrader, p. 36. 

* so'yarn samasta-‘jtvdndm adhisthdtrtayd sthitah 
safnkar<aruis tu deveso jaf^at srftt-mands tatah 
jlvct-tuuvam adhifthdya prakrtes tu vi 7 jicya tat. 

Quoted from VifVQksena^samhitd from Varavara’s commentary on Lokacarya*s 
TatJLva-traya, p. 125. 

* See quotations from Vi^taksena^samhita m TaUva-traya^ pp 126, 127 

* Ibtd. p. 128. 
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through the will of God^. The primary forms {sdksdd-avatdra) of 
incarnation are derived directly from the part of the Lord just as 
a lamp is lighted from another, and they are thus of a transcendent 
and non-piundane nature. Those who seek to attain liberation 
should worship these transcendent forms, but not the others®. The 
Visvaksena-samhitd quoted in the Tattva-traya considers Brahman, 
Siva, Buddha, Vyasa, Arjuna, Pavaka and Kuvera as inspired per- 
sons or dvesdvatdras who should not be worshipped by those who 
seek liberation. Another samhitd quoted there includes Rama, 
A trey a and Kapila in the list. 

Again, from each vyuha three subsidiary vyuhas are said to 
appear. Thus from Vasudeva we have, Kesava, Narayana, and 
MadKava; from Samkarsana arise Govinda, Visnu and Mad- 
husudana; from Pradyumna arise Tri»^ikrama,Vamana and Sridhara, 
and from Aniruddha arise Hrslke^a, Padmanabha and Damodara. 
These are regarded as the deities superintending each month, 
representing the twelve suns in each of the rdsis. These gods are 
conceived for purposes of meditation. In addition to these, thirty- 
nine vibhava (manifesting) avatdras (incarnations) also are counted 
in the Ahirhudhnya-samhitd^, The objects for which these incarna- 
tions are made are described by Varavara as, firstly, for giving com- 

' mad-icchayd hi gaunatvam manu^yatvam ivecchayd . . . a-prdkrta-svd-sddhdr^ 
ana~vigrahena saha ndgatam . . .gaunasya manufyatra-divad aprdkrta-divya- 
sartisthdnam itara-jdtlyam krtvd avatdra-rupafvd-bhdvdt sva-rQpena nd* gatam iti 
siddhum Tattva-traya, p. 130. 

2 pradurhhavds tu mukhyd ye mad-amsatvad viicfatak 

ajahat-svubhdvd vibkavd divyd-prdkrta-vigralidh 
dipad dipd ivotpannd jagato rakymdya te 
arcy u ei a hi senesa samsrty-uttarandya t€ 
mufihyd upusydh senesa anarcydn itardn viduh^ 

Ibid. p. 131. 

® Ahirhudhnya^samhitd, p. 46. According to the Vifvaksena-sarnhiUl all the 
avatdras have come straight from Aniruddha or through other avatdras. Thus 
Brahman comes from Aniruddha and from him Mahesvara; Hayaslr$a comes 
from Matsya, a manifestation of Krsna. According to the Padma-tantrOf Matsya, 
Kurma and VarSha come from Vasudeva, Nrsimha, Vamana, Srlrdma, and 
Para^urama from Samkarsana, Balarima from Pradyumna and Ki^na and Kalki 
from Aniruddha {Padma-tantra, i. 2. 31, etc.). But according to the Lakffrit- 
tantra (ii. 55) all the vibhavas come from Aniruddha. There is another kind of 
avatdra^ called ar(dvatdra. The image of Kr^na, Nrsiinha, etc., when duly conse- 
crated according to the Vaifnava rites, becomes possessed with the power of 
Visnu and attains powers and influences which can be experienced by the devotee 
( Visvaksena-samhitd, quoted in Tattva^traya). In the aspect in which Aniruddha 
controls all beings as their inner controller, he is regarded as the antarydmy^ 
avatdra. There are thus four kinds of avatdras^ vibhava, dveia, ared and antary~ 
dmin. The thirty-nine vibhava avatdras are Padmanftbha, Dhniva, Ananta, 
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panionship in mundane forms to those saints who cannot live with- 
out it, and this is the interpretation of the word paritrdm (protec- 
tion) in the G%td\ secondly, for destroying those who are opposed 
to the saints; thirdly, for establishing the Vedic religion, the 
essence of which is devotion to God^. 

In the form as antatycmin, or the inner controller, the Lord 
resides in us as the inner controller of the self, and it is through His 
impulsion that we commit evil deeds and go to Hell or perform 
good deeds and go to Heaven. Thus we cannot in any way escape 


Madhusudana, Vidyftdhideva, Kapila, Vi 4 varQpa, Vihahj^ma, 
Krcx^Stman, Vadavavaktra, Dharm^ VSgfsvara, Ek 9 rnavai&yin, Kamathesvara, 
Varaha, Narasiipha. Plyusaharana, Sripati, KantStman, Rahujit, Kilanemighna, 
Parijatahara, Lokanatha, Santatman, Dattatreya, Nyagrodhasayin, Ekadrhgatanu, 
Vamanadeva, Trivikrama, Nara, Narayana, Hari, Kr$na, Parasurarna, Rama, 
Vedavid, Kalkin, Patala^ayana. They are of the nature of tejas and are objects of 
worship and meditation in their specific forms, as described in the Sdtvaia^ 
t€trfikitd (xii), or in the Ahirhudhya-samhitd (lxvi). In the Narayanlya section of 
fhe 'Mahdt'hdrata Vihahgama or Hamsa, Kamathe^vara or Karma, Ekasrhgatanu 
or Matsya, Varaha, Nrsimha, Vamana, Para^urama, Rama, Vedavid and Kalkin 
are mentioned as the ten avatdras. The avatdra Krodatman, Lokanatha and 
Kantatman are sometimes spoken of as Yajfta Varaha, Manu Vaivasvata and 
Kama respectively. The latter is sometimes spoken of probably as Dhanvantari 
(see Schrader’s Paftcaratra, p. 45). The twenty-three avatdras spoken of in the 
Bhdgavata-purdmi (i. 3) are all included in the above list. It is, however, doubtful 
whether Vaglivara is the same as Hayaslr^, and Santatman as Sanaka or Narada, 
as Schrader says. The vibhava-avatdras mentioned in Rupa’s Laghu-bhdgavatd- 
ffirta are mostly included in the above list, though some names appear m slightly 
different form. Following the Brahma-samhitd, RQpa, however, regards Kr^na 
as the real form {svayam-rUpa) of God. According to him, being one with God, 
He may have His manifestations in diverse forms. This is called avatdra as 
ekdtma-rQpa. This ekdtma^rdpa-avatdra may again be of two kinds, sva^vildsa 
and svd-rnsa. When the avatdra is of the same nature as the Lord in powers and 
other diualities, He is called a svdmsd-vatdra. Thus, Vflsudeva is called a sva~ 
xnldsa-avatdra. But when the avatdra has inferior powers, He is called a ivd-mia- 
avatdra. Sarpkar^ana, Pradyumna, Aniniddha, Matsya, Kurma, etc., are thus 
called svd^rnsa-avatdra. When God, however, infuses one only with parts of His 
qualities, he is called an dveia-avatdra. NSrada, Sanaka, etc., are called dveia- 
avatdras. The manifestation of the Lord in the above forms for the good of the 
world is called avatdra. 

pftrvo^kta^viiva^hdryd^rthdm a-pdrvd iva cet svayam 

dvdrd^ntarena vd’ vih-syur avatdrds tadd smrtdh 

Laghu‘bhdgavatdmrta, p. 22. 

The affiidvatdra is sometimes called puru^dvatdra, while the manifestation of 
special qualities as in Brahm&, Vi^nu, Siva, etc., is called gw^vatdras. The 
vibhavdvatdras are generally regarded as hldvatdras ; vide also Sdtvata^sarphitd, 
Ch. IX (77-84) and Ch. xn. 

^ Tattva-trayat p. 138. The word sddfm is here defined as *' nirmatsardh 
maUsamdfrayaru pravjrttdh man^ndma^karma^waropdndfft vdd^manasd-gocaratayd 
mad-darianena vind dtma-dkdrttna-po^anddiham aUtbhamdndfi kfai^^mdira^kdlarp 
halpasahasraffi manvdndft prahthHa-sofVa^gdtrd hhaveyuh.'* 
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from this inner controller. In another of His forms He stays within 
our heart as the object of our meditation^. Again, when certain 
images are made of earth, stone, or metals, and they are properly 
installed with proper ceremonials, these are inspired with the pre- 
sence of God and with His special powers. These are called 
arcdvatdras, or image-incarnations, for purposes of worship by 
which all desirable ends may be achieved. There are thus five kinds 
of existence for the Lord: firstly as his absolute state {para)^ 
secondly as vyuha^xhivdXy as vibhavdvatdra (primary and secondary), 
fourthly as antarydmin^ and fifthly as arcdvatdra^. 

In the Ahirbudhnya-samhitd we hear also that by the power of 
sudarsana, or the divine Idea (by the activity of which the zyuha 
forms are produced), a divine location is produced w'hich is of the 
nature of knowledge and bliss radiant with its (sudarsana's) glow. 
All the experiences that arc enjoyed here are blissful in their nature, 
and the denizens of this transcendent spiritual world who ex- 
perience them are also blissful in their nature, and their bodies are 
constituted of knowledge and bliss^. The denizens of this world are 
souls emancipated in the last cycle. They remain attached, how- 
ever, to the form of the deity to which they were attached in the 
mundane life^. 

The Lord in the highest form is always associated with His 
power (Sakti) LaksmJ or Sri^. In the Tattva-traya and its com- 
mentary’ by Varavara we hear of three consort deities, LaksmI, 
Bhunii and Nila. Schrader points out that these deities are 
identified (in the Vihagendra-sarphta and in the Sitd-upanisad) 
W’ith will {icchd ). action {Kriyd\ and the direct manifesting power 
(sdksdt-sakti) In the Sitd-upanisad, to which Schrader refers, 
Sttd is described as the Mahalaksmi w^hich exists in the three forms, 
icchdy jndna and kriyd. Sita is there regarded as the power which 
exists different from, and as one with, the supreme Lord, consti- 
tuting within herself all the conscious and unconscious entities of 
the universe. It exists also in three fonns as LaksmI, Bhumi and 

' Tattva-irayOy 139, 140. 

* See quotation from Vifvaksena-samhitd quoted in Tattva-traya^ p. 122. 

* hiddhS purvoditd srftir yd sd t^yiihd^di-bhedinJ 
sudariand-khydt samkalpdt tasya eva prohho-jjvald. 
jfiflndnandamayl stydnd deia-bhdram vrajaty' uta 

sa deiah paramam vyoma nirmalam purufdt param, et \ 

Ahirbudhnyd^sfiwhitd, VI. 21-22. 

* Ibid. VI. 29. * VI. 25 
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Nila, as benediction, power, and as the Sun, the Moon and Fire. 
The third form is responsible for the development of all kinds of 
vegetation and all temporal determinations^. 

In the sixth chapter of the Ahirbudhnya-saif^ta the inter- 
mediate creation is described. It is said there that the power of 
God as the supreme ego is at once one and different from Him. The 
Lord cannot exist without His power nor can the power exist with- 
out Him. These two are regarded as the ultimate cause df the world. 
The manifestations that are revealed as the vyuhas and the vibhavas 
are regarded as pure, for through their meditations the y<^ns attain 
their desired end*. From the vyuha and the vibhava proceed the 
impure creation (h/ddhetard-srsti)\ Power is of two kinds, i.e. 
power as activity, and power as determinants of being or existence 
(bhuti-sakti). This bhuti-sakti may be regarded as a moving Idea 
{satnkalpamayi murti). The process of activity inherent in it may be 
regarded as manifesting itself in the form of ideas or concepts 
actualizing themselves as modes of reality. The impure creation is 
of a threefold nature as purusa, guna and kdla (time). Purusa is re- 
garded as a unity or colony of pairs of males and females of the four 
castes, and these four pairs emanate from the mouth, breast, thighs 
and legs of Pradyumna. From the forehead, eyebrows, and ears of 
Pradyumna also emanate the subtle causal state of time and the 
gunas (sukpna-kdla-gund-vasthd). After the emanation of these 
entities the work of their growth and development was left to 
Aniruddha, wno by the fervour of his Yoga evolved the original 
element of time in its twofold form as kdla and myati. He also 
evolved the original energy as guna into the three forms of sattva, 


‘ Certain peculiar interpretations ,of the icchd-iakti, kriyd-iakti and sdk^&t- 
iakti are to be found in the Sltd-upanifad, The Sdtvata-sarfthitd (ix. 85) describes 
twelve other eneigies such is 

lakfmlh, pustir, dayd nidrd^ k^amd, kdntis sarasvatl, 
dhftir maitrl ratis tu^tir matir dvddaidml smrtd. 

See also Schrader’s Introducrion to Pahearatra, p. 55 The theory of these 
energies U associated \\ith the avatdra theory. 

^ Schrader, on the evidence of Padma-tantra^ says that god as para or ulti- 
mate is sometimes identified with and sometimes distinguished from the vyQha 
Vasudeva. The para Vasudeva becomes vyuha Vasudeva with His one hatf and 
remains as Narayana, the creator of the primeval water (mdyd), PaAcatatra, 
P- S3- 

* hhutih suddhetard vifnoh purufo dvi-caturmayah 

sa manundfft samdhdro hrahma^kfattrddi^hhedindm, 

Ahirbudhnya^saffihiidt vi. 8-K- 
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rajas and tamos in succession, i.e. the original primeval energy as 
guna (called sometimes prakrti in cognate literature) was first 
evolved into sattvaguna; from it evolved the rajas, and from the 
rejas evolved the tamas. This original undeveloped gum produced 
from Pradyuifina (which, in other words, may be termed prakrti) 
receives impregnation from the fervour of Aniruddha, and thereby 
evolves itself first into sattva, then into rajas, and then into 
tamas. This doctrine can therefore be regarded as sat-karya-vada 
only in a limited sense; for without this further impregnation from 
the fervour of Aniruddha, it could not by itself have produced the 
different gums of sattva, rajas and tamas^. 

Aniruddha. however, was directed by Pradyumna not only to 
develop the unconscious power {sakti) but also the purusa which 
exists as it were inside that power, which shows itself as niyati 
(destiny) and kdla (time). From the unconscious power as destiny 
and time evolves first the satU^a and from it the rajas and from the 
rajas the tamas. According to the Visvaksena-samhitd, x\niruddha 
created Brahma and Brahma created all. the men and women of the 
four castes^. 

BuddJii evolves from tarnas and from that ahamkdra and from 
that evolve the five tan-mdtras, and also the eleven senses. From 
the five tan-mdtras the five gross elements are produced, and from 
these, all things, w^hich are the modifications of the gross elements. 

The word purusa is used here in a special sense, and not in the 
ordinary Samkhya sense. Purusa here signifies a colony of selves, 
like cells m a honeycomb^. These selves are associated with the 
beginningless vdsands or root-impressions. They are but the special 

* anUituthiT-puru^m iaktim tam dftdya sva^mQrti-gdm 
saynv^irdiiayati yogena hy anirudhati sva-tejasd. 

Ahirbudhnya-samhitd, vi, 14. 

* The Visvaksemj^sarfihitd criticizes in this connection, the Vedic people, who 
did not believe in the monotheistic God but depended on the Vedic sacri&cial 
rituals and work for the attainment of Hea\en and ultimately fell down to the 
course of mundane life (samsdra) : 

trayl-mdrge^u ni^ndidh phala-vdde ramanti te 
devddln ei'a manvand na ca md?n mcnirc param 
tamah-prdyds tv ime kerin mama ninddm prakurvaie 
samldpam kurvate vyagram veda-vdde^u nifthitdh 
mam na jdnanti mohena mayi bhakti-pardnmukhdh 
svoTga-di^u ramanty ete avasdne patanti te. 

Tattva*trava, p. 128. 

sarvdtmandm samasUr yd koso madhu-krtOm rva. 

Ahirbudhnra-$(Wihitd, vi. 33. 
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manifestations {bhuti-bhedah) of God and are in themselves omni- 
scient; but they are permeated by avidya (ignorance) and the 
afflictions which are involved in its very nature, through the power 
of God acting in consonance with His thought-movement^. These 
selves thus rendered impure and finite are called and it is they 
who thus suffer bondage and strive for salvation, which they after- 
wards attain. The purusa, being made up of these selves {jtvas\ 
which are impure, is also partly impure, and is therefore regarded 
as both pure and impure {iuddhy-aiuddkimaya, vi. 34). This puru^a 
contains within it the germs of all human beings, which are called 
manus. They are in themselves untouched by afflictions {kleid) and 
the root-impression (dsaya)^ and are omniscient and impregnated 
through and through by God. Their association with avidya 
through the will of God is therefore external. The germ of the 
caste-distinction and distinction as male and female is regarded as 
primordial and transcendent (compare purusa'-sukta\ and the dis- 
tinction is said to exist even in these manus which are said to be 
divided in four pairs. The avidya imitates the spiritual movement 
of thought, and through it the individual selves, though pure in 
themselves, are besmeared with the impurities of root-impressions. 
These selves remain in the stage of conglomeration or association 
through the desire of Visnu, the Lord, and this stage is called 
{purusa-padcif. They are made to appear and disappear from the 
nature of God. Being a manifestation of His own nature, they are 
uncreated, eternally existing, entities which are the parts of the 
very existence {bhuty-amiah) of God. 

Through the impulse or motivation of the thought-activity of 
God, an energy {sakti) is generated from Aniruddha. Moved again 
by the desire of God, the aforesaid manus descend into this energy 
and remain there as a developing foetus {tisthanti kalalibhutdh^ vi. 
45). The energy of Visnu is of a twofold nature, as dynamic 
activity {kriydkhya) and as determining being (bhuti), the lotter 
being the result of the former®. This dynamic activity is different 

^ dtmano bhUti-bhedds te sarva-jndh sarvato-mukhdh 

hhagavac-chaku •mayaivum manda ~ tJvrddl- bhdvayd 
tat-tat^sudariano-nmefa-nimefd-nukftd-tmand 
sarvato'vidyayd viddhdh kUiamayd vailkrtdft- 

Ahirbudhnya-sarrihitd, vi. 35, 36. 

' vipioh tarfihalpa-rUptna ^thitvdsmin paurufe piide. Ibid. vi. 41. 

* kriydkhyo yo*yam unmefahja bhuH-parivartakah. Ibid. vi. 29. 
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from God, the possessor of this energy. It is designated variously 
Lakpnl and desire (samkalpa) or free will {svdtantrya-mula icchdtmd). 
This will operates as an intellectual visualization {pfeksd-rupah 
kriyd-phalah), which again produces the other manifestations of 
God as avyakta, kdla and purusa. At the time of each creation He 
associates the avyakta with the evolutionary tendencies, the kdla 
with its operative movement (kalana) and the purusa witl^ all kinds 
of exp)criences. At the time of dissolution these powers are with- 
drawn. 

In the foetus-like condition of the nianus in the energy (sakti) 
of God there exist the entities of guna and kdla. Through the opera- 
tion of the supreme energy or will of God [Vimu-mmkalpa-coditah) 
there springs up from time-energy (kdla-sakfi) the subtle Destiny 
(myati), which represents the universal ordering element (sarva- 
niydinakah). The time and guna exist in the w’omb of the sakti. The 
conception of this sakti is thus different from that of prakrti of the 
Sarnkhya-Patahjaia in that the gunas are the only root-elements, 
and time is conceived as somehow included in the operation of the 
gunas. As the niyati is produced from the time-energy, the manus 
descend into this category. L^ter on there springs from niyati, time 
{kdla) through the will of God, and then the manus descend again 
into this category h it has already been said that the kdla energy 
and guna are co-existing elements in the primordial sakti of God. 
Now this ^w«a-potential manifests itself in a course of gradual 
emergence through time. As the sattva-gima first manifests itself 
through time, the manus descend into that category and later on, 
with, the emergence of rajas from sattva and of tamas from rajas., 
they descend into the rajas and the tamas. The emergence of rajas 
from sattva and of tamas from rajas is due to the operation of the 
wdll-activity of God {visnu-samkalpa-coditat). Though the will- 
dynamic of Visnu is both immanent and transcendent throughout 
the process of succeeding emergents, yet Visnu is regarded as 
specially presiding over sattva, Brahma over rajas, and Rudra over 
tamas. Tamas is regarded as heavy {guru), agglutinative {ids f am- 

^ In describing the process of dissolution it is said that at one stage the uni- 
verse exists only as time {kdla). The energy manifested in time {kdla-gata- 
saklih) is called kdla, and it is this energy that moves all things or behaved as the 
transfornier of all things {asefa-prakdlinJ). Ahirhudknya-sarfihiid, IV. 48. Time 
IS described also as the agent that breaks up all things, just as the violence of 
a river breaks its banks: Kalayaty akhilarft hdlyatfi nadl-’kalam yathd rayali. 
Ibid. VI. 51. 
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bhana).^ delusive {mohana) and statical {apravrttifnat)\ rajas is 
always moving and sorrowful; sattva is described as light, trans- 
parent and devoid of impurities or defects and pleasurable^. With 
the development of the three gunas through the will of God, a part 
of these gunas attains sameness of character, and this part is the 
unity of the three {traigunya)^ the equilibrium of gunas {gum-- 
sdmya), ignorance {avidyd), nature {svabhdva)^ cause {yoni)^ the 
unchangeable {aksara)^ the causeless {ayoni), and the cause as guna 
{guna-‘yoni)\ 

This participation in equal proportions {anyundnatirikta) of the 
gunas in a state of equilibrium (guna-sdmya)^ which is essentially 
of the nature of tamas {tamomaya)^ is called the root (mula) and the 
prakrti by the Samkhyists, and the manus descending into that 
category by gradual stages are known by the names conglomeration 
{samasti)^ purusay the cause (yom), and the unchangeable {kutastha). 
The category of time, which is the transforming activity of the 
world {jagatah samprakalanam)y associates and dissociates the 
purusa and the prakrti for the production of the effects. The thought 
power of God, however, works through the tripartite union of time, 
prakrti and the manuSy behaving as the material cause, like a lump 
of clay, and produces all the categories beginning with mahat to the 
gross elements of earth, water, etc. Like water or clay, the prakrti 
is the evolutionary or material cause, purusa is the unchangeable 
category that contributes to the causal operation merely by its con- 
tiguity®. The category of time is the internal dynamic pervading the 
prakfti and the purusa. The trinity of prakrtiy purusa and kdla is the 
basis for the development of all the succeeding categories. In this 

^ sattvam tatra laghu sva^chatft gu^-rQpam andmayam. Ahirhudhnya-sattthitd, 
vi. 52 ; tad etat pracalatfi duhkhoffi rajah iasvat pravjrtiimat. Ibid, vi. 57 ; guru 
vifiambhanatfi iahjan mohanarp cdpravrUimat, Ibid. vi. 60. 

' sudor ianamayenaVva $arjtkalpend*tra vai hareh 

codyamdne'pi sjrfty-arthatft pQrnarrt guva-yugatfi tadd 

offiiatah sdmyam dydti vipfu-sarpkalpa^coditam. Ibid. vi. 61-62. 

The passage is somewhat obscure, in so far as it is difficult to understand how 
the gu^ become partially {aifisatab) similar. The idea probably is that, when the 
gusfos are moved forward for creative purposes, some, parts of these gutfos fail to 
show their distinctive features, and show themselves as similar to one another 
In this stage the specific characters of only these evolving guifos are annulled, and 
they appear as one with tamos. The proportion of sattva that appears to ba 
similar to tamsu is also the proportion in which famas becomes similar to rajas. 

* payo^mrd-ddivat tatra prakrtih poHsfdsmsa 

pumdn apariffdmt son sanmdhdnena kdraiysm 
kdlab pacati tattve dvt prakrtifp puru^arp ca ha. Ibid. vii. 5, 6. 
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trinity prakrti is the evolutionary cause that undergoes the trans- 
formation, purusa, though unmoved in itself, is that which by its 
very presence gives the occasion for the transformation, and time 
is the inner dynamic that behaves as the inner synthetic or struc- 
tural cause. But these causes in themselves are not sufficient to 
produce the development of the trinity. The trinity is moved to de- 
velop on the evolutionary line by the spiritual activity of God. 
Purusa is regarded as the adhisthana-karana, kdla as the principle 
of inner activity, and the spiritual activity of God as the transcendent 
and immanent agent in which the causal trinity finds its funda- 
mental active principle. As the first stage of such a development 
there emerges the category of mahat, which is called by different 
names, e.g. vidya^ gauh^ yavanl, brdhnii, vadhil, vrddhi, mati, 
madhUy akhydtiy isvara^ and prajnd. According to the prominence 
of tamas, sattva and rajas, the category of mahat is known by three 
different names, kdla, buddhi and prana, in accordance with the 
moments in which there are special manifestations of lamas, sattva 
and rajas^. Gross time as moments, instants or the like, the in- 
telligizing activity of thought {buddhi) and the volitional activity 
(prdna) may also be regarded as the tripartite distinction of mahat^. 
There seems to be a tacit implication here that the activity implied 
in both thought and volition is schematized, as it were, through 
time. The unity of thought and volition is effected through the 
element of time; for time has been regarded as the kalana-kdrana, 
or the structural cause. The sattva side of the mahat manifests itself 
as virtue {dharma), knowledge (jndna), disinclination (vairdgya), 
and all mental powers (aisvarya). The opposite of these is associated 
with that moment of mahat which is associated with the manifesta- 
tion of tamas. 

With the evolution of the mahat the menus descend into it. 
From the mahat and in the mahat there spring the senses by which 
the objects are perceived as existent or non-existent®. Again, from 
and in the mahat there springs the ahamkdra through the influence 

^ kalo buddhis tathd prdmi iti tredhd sa glyate 

tamah-sattva-rajo-bheddl tat-tad-unmefa^sai^jnayd. 

Ahirbudhnya^saifihttd, vii. 9. 

* kdlas trufi^lavddy dtmd buddkir adhyavasdyinl 

prdijah prayatandkdra ity* etd mahato bfnddh. fbid. vii. 11. 

* bodhanatfi ndma vaidyaift tadindriyafp tepi jdyate 
yendrthdn cidhyavasyeyuh sad-asat-pr€nnbhdginafi- Ibid. vii. 14. 
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of the spiritual energy of God'. This ahatnkdra is also called by the 
names of abhimdna, prajdpati, abhimantd and boddhd. The aham- 
kora is of three kinds, vaikdrika^ taijasa and bhutadi^ in accordance 
with the predominance of sattva. rajas or tamas. The ahatnkdra 
manifests itself as will, anger, greed, mind (manas), and desire 
(irsd). When the ahatnkdra is produced, the tnanus descend into it. 
From ahatnkdra there is then produced the organ of thinking 
(cintandtmakatn indriyatn) of the tnanus called tnanas. It is at this 
stage that the tnanus first become thinking entities. From the tamas 
side of ahatnkdra as bhiitddi there is produced the sabda-tan-rndtruy 
from which the dkdsa is produced. Akdsa is associated with the 
quality of sabda and gives room for all things. Akdsa is thus to be 
regarded as unoccupied space, which is supposed to be associated 
with the quality of sound^. With the emergence of dkdsa the tnanus 
descend into that category. From the vaikdrika ahatnkdra there 
spring the organs of hearing and of speech®. The manus at this stage 
become associated with these senses. Then from the bhiitddi, by 
the spiritual desire of God, the touch-potential is produced, and 
from this is produced the air {vdyu). By the spiritual desire of God 
the sense-organ of touch and the active organ of the hand are pro- 
duced from the vaikdrika ahatnkdra. At this stage the manus be- 
come associated with these two receptive and active senses. From 
the bhiitddi there is then produced the light-heat potential from 
which is produced the gross light-heat. Again, from the vaikdrika 
ahatnkdra the visual organ and the active organ of the feet are pro- 
duced, and the manus are associated with them. From the bhiitddi 
the taste-potential is produced, and from it is produced water. 
Further, from the vaikdrika ahatnkdra there is produced the taste- 
organ and the sex-organ, and th^ manus are associated with them. 
From the bhiitddi there is produced the odour-potential and from 
it the earth. Also, from the vaikdrika ahatnkdra there arises the 
cognitive sense of smelling and the active sense of secretion. The 
tnanus at this stage descend into this category through the spiritual 
creative desire of God^. 


' vidyay& udare tatrdharnkrtirndma jayate. Ahirbadhnya-saffikitd,vi\. 15. 

^ tabdai^-ka-gunam dkaiam avakdiaprad&yi ca. Ibid. vii. 22. 

• tadd vaikdrikdt punah hrotram vdg iti viJndfUi-kartHe-ndriya-ytigarti mune. 
Ibid. VII. 23-24. 

* Ibid. VII. 39, 40. 
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The process of development herein sketched shows that one 
active sense and one cognitive sense arise together with the develop- 
ment of each category of matter, and with the final development of 
all the categories of matter there develop all the ten senses (cog- 
nitive and conative) in pairs. In the chapter on the gradual dissolu- 
tion of the categories we see that with the dissolution of each cate- 
gory of matter a pair of senses also is dissolved. The implication of 
this seems to be that there is at each stage a co-operation of the 
material categories and the cognitive and conative senses. The selves 
descend into the different categories as they develop in the pro- 
gressive order of evolution, and the implication of this probability 
is that the selves, having been associated from the beginning with 
the evolution of the categories, may easily associate themselves with 
the senses and the object of the senses. When all the categories of 
matter and the ten senses are developed, there are produced the 
function of imagination, energy of will (samrambha), and the five 
pranas from manas^ ahamkdra and buddhi\ and through their de- 
velopment arc produced all the elements that may co-operate to- 
gether to form the concrete personality^. The order followed in the 
process of development in evolution was maintained in an inverse 
manner at the time of dissolution. 

’^I’he above-mentioned rnatius produce in their wives many 
children, who are called mdnavas. They in their turn produce many 
other children who are called the new mdnavas^ or the new^ men, in 
all the four castes. Those among them who perform their work for 
a hundred years with true discriminative knowledge enter into the 
supreme person of Hari. Those, however, who perform their 
with motives of reaping their effects pass through rebirths in 
consonance with their actions. As has been said before, the manus 
may be regarded as the individuated forms of the original kufastha 
purusa. All the j'l'as are thus but parts of Visnu’s own self-realizing 
being (bhuty-amsa). Now the prakrti, which is also called vidyd, 

^ uimknlpas cawa samramhhah pranah pancavidhas tathd 

manaso*hamhrter buddher jay ante piirvam eva tu 
eram sampiirna-sarvanffdh prdndpdnddi-samyutdh 
sarve- rHriya-yutds taira dehino manavo munr. 

Ah/rbudhnya-samhitd, vii. 42, 43. 

Thus from bfiutddi, acting in association with taijasa ahamkdra, are produced 
successively the five tan-mdtras of sabda, sparia, rupa, rasa and gandha, from each 
of which in the same order arc produced the five hhntas of dkdsa, vdyu, tejas, 
ap and prthivl. Again, from the associated work of taijma and vaikdrika 
aharfikdra there are produced the five cognitive and conative senses. 


D in 
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and which at the time of the creative process showers itself as rain 
and produces the food-grains, and which at the beginning of the 
dissolution shows itself as a drying force, begins to manifest itself 
as showering clouds and produces the food-grains. By consuming 
the food thus produced by nature men fall from their original state 
of perfect knowledge (jndna-bhratnsatn prapadyante). At such a 
stage the original manus produce the scriptures for the guidance of 
those men who have fallen from, their original omniscience. 
Thence men can only attain their highest goal by following the 
guidance of the scriptures^. It thus appears that the power of 
Visnu as consciousness, bliss and action splits itself into twofold 
form as the realizing activity and the object, called respectively the 
bhdvaka and the bhdvya. The former is the thought-activity of the 
Lord and the latter is that part of Him which manifests itself as the 
object of this activity. This leads to the pure and the impure crea- 
tion. The kufastha purusa of the four manus stands intermediate 
between the pure and the impure creation^ There is nothing what- 
soever outside the sphere of the Sudarsana sakti of the Lord. 

On the central question of the relation of God with the jivas the 
general view of the Pahcaratra, as well as that of the Ahirbudhnya^ 
seems to be that at the time of dissolution they return to God 
and remain in a potential form in Him, but again separate out at the 
time of the new creation. At the time of emancipation, however, 
they enter into God, never to come out of Him. But though they 
enter into Him, they do not become one with Him, but have an 
independent existence in Him or enter into the abode of Visnu, the 
Vai^ntha^ which is often regarded as identical with Him. This is 
probably a state of what is found in many places described as the 
sdlokya-mukti. In the fourt^fenth chapter of the Ahirbudhnya- 
samhitd mukti is described as the attainment of Godhood {bhaga- 
vattd-mayi muktiy or vaimavatn tad viset padanif. The means by 

‘ tat tu vaidyarft payah prdsya sarve mdnava-manavdh 
jndna-bhramsam prapadyante sarva-jndh svata eva te. 

Ahirbudhnya-samhitd, vii. 6i, 62. 

Compare this >vith the Jewish Christian doctrine of the fall of man, as suggested 
by Schrader's introduction to the PaiicarStra, p. 78. 

* arfiiayofi puru$o madhye yah sthitaf^ sa catur~yugah 
hiddhe-tara-mayatfi viddhi kopasthafn tatp mahd~mune, Ibtd. vii. 70. 

Compare the view of the Gaudlya school, which regards the jlva as the tafasthd 
iakti of God, which is between the antaraiigd and the vakirangd iakti, 

* Ibid. XIV. 3, 4 and 41. 
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which mukti can be attained is said to be a virtuous course of action 
without seeking any selfish ends^. 'Thtjivas are described as begin- 
ningless, infinite, and as pure consciousness and bliss, and as being 
largely of the nature of God {bhagavanmaya)\ but still they are 
described as owing their existence to the spiritual energy of God 
{bhagavad-bhdvitdh sadd)\ This idea is further clarified when it is 
said that side by side with the bhdvya and the bhdvaka powers of 
God we have a third power called the pum-sakti^ of which we hear 
in the Gitd as Ksetrajna-sakti and in the Gaudiya school as tatastha 
saktP, Apart from the three powers of God as creation, mainte- 
nance and destruction, He has a fourth and a fifth power called 
favour (anugrahd) and disfavour (nigraha). The Lord is, of course, 
self-realized and has no unachieved end, and has absolutely unim- 
peachable independence; but still in His playful activity He acts 
like a king just as He wishes^ This idea of kridd is repeated in the 
Gaudiya school as Hid, All these activities of His are but the dif- 
ferent manifestations of His thought-activity called sudarsana. In 
His own playful activity as disfavour He covers up the natural con- 
dition of the jiva^ so that in place of His infinitude, he appears as 
atomic, in place of His omnipotence, he can do but little, in place 
of His omniscience. He becomes largely ignorant and possesses but 
little knowledge. These are the three impurities and the three types 
of bondage. Through this covering activity the jiva is afflicted with 
ignorance, egoism, attachment, antipathy, etc. Being afflicted by 
ignorance and the passions, and being goaded by the tendency to- 
wards achieving the desirable and avoiding the undesirable, He 
performs actions leading to beneficial and harmful results. He thus 
undergoes the cycle of birth and rebirth, and is infested with dif- 
ferent kinds of root-instincts {vdsand). It is through the power of 
this bondage and its requirements that the powers of creation, 
maintenance and destruction are roused and made active to arrange 
for rewards and punishments in accordance with the karmas of the 
jivas. As proceeding from the very playful nature of God, which 
precedes time (kdla), and is beginningless, the bondage also is said 
to be beginningless. The above description of bondage as happening 

^ sddhanarri tasya ca prokto dharmo nirabhisandhikafi. 

Ahirbudhnya-samhitd^ XIV, 4. 

* Ibid, * pwfi-iaktih kdlamayy anyd pumdn so' yam udlritah. Ibid. xiv. 10. 

* sarvair an-anuy<^yatji tat svdtantryam divyam Uituh 
avdpta^visva-kdmo'pi kndate rdjavad vast. Ibid. xiv. 13. 
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at some time through a process of fall from original nature is by way 
of analysis of the situation. Through the power of God as anugraha^ 
or grace, God stops the course of karma for 2ijiva on whose con- 
dition of sorrow and suffering He happens to take pity. With the 
cessation of the good and bad deeds and their beneficent and harm- 
ful results through the grace of God the jrva ?ooks forward to 
emancipation and is moved by a feeling of disinclination and begins 
to have discriminative knowledge. He then turns to scriptures and 
to teachers, follows the course of action dictated by Samkhya and 
Yoga, and attains the Vedantic knowledge, finally to enter the 
ultimate abode of Visnu. 

LaksmI is regarded as the ultimate eternal power of Visnu, and 
she is also called by the names Gaurl, Sarasvati and Dhenu. It is 
this supreme power that manifests itself as Samkarsana, Pradyumna 
and Aniruddha. Thus, these separate powers are observable only 
when they manifest themselves, but even when they do not mani- 
fest themselves they exist in God as His great supreme power 
Laksmi. It is this LaksmI that is called Brahma, Visnu, or Siva. 
The vyaktiy avyaktiy purusa and kdla or samkhya and yoga are all 
represented in the Laksmi. Laksmi is the ultimate supreme power 
into which all the others resolve themselves. As distinct from the 
other manifested powers it is often called the fifth power. The 
emancipated person enters into this Laksmi, which is regarded as 
the highest abode of Visnu {param dhama or paramam padam)^ or 
the highest Brahman. This power {iakti) is also regarded as having 
an inner feeling of bliss; and yet it is of the nature of bliss, and is 
designated as the bhdva form of Visnu and also as the ujjvala 
(shining). This S€d<it is also regarded as discharging the five func- 
tions (panca-krtya-kari) of creation, maintenance, destruction, 
grace and disfavour mentioned above. Brahman, as associated with 
this saktiy is called the highest Visnu as distinguished from the 
lower Visnu, the god of maintenance. This sakti is always in a state 
of internal agitation though it may not be observed as such fronri 
outward appearance. This internal agitation and movement are so 
subtle that they may appear to be in a state of absolute calmness 
like that of the ocean^. Thus sakti is also called the mdyd of Visnu*. 

^ icuid pratdyamdnS*pi sakfimir hhdvairaiaks€Ufaib> 

nirvydpdreva sd bhdti staimityam wa co*dadheh, 
tayai vo'pahitcafi Brahma ninnkalpoffi niraf^anarp, 

Ahirbudhnya-satftkitd, li. 49. 

* mdyd*icarya-karatv€na padca-^kfiya-kari sadd. Ibid. Li. 58. 
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It is a part of this power that transforms itself as the bhdvya and the 
bhdvaka sakti^ of which the latter is also known by the name 
sudariana. The bhdvya shows itself as the world, and its objective 
import is the world. 

The thought-activity by which the concept shows itself in the 
ideal and in the objective world as thought and its significance, the 
object, is the epitome of the power of Sudar^ana. When all the ex- 
ternal movement of the objective is ideally grasped in the word, we 
have also in it the manifestation of the power of Sudar^ana, or the 
supreme thought-activity of God. All the causality of the objective 
world is but a mode of the manifestation of the Sudarsana power. 
Thus not only all the movements of the external world of nature 
and the movement implied in speech, but the subjective-objective 
movement by which the world is held together in thought and in 
speech are the manifestation of the Sudarsana power. All expressions 
or manifestations are either in the w^ay of qualities or actions, and 
both are manifestations of the Sudarsana power of God. Our words 
can signify only these two ways of being. For this reason they refer 
only to the Sudarsana, which is attributive to God, but cannot ex- 
press the nature of God. Words, therefore, cannot reveal the nature 
of God. The word may hold the universe within it as its mystic 
symbol and may represent within it all its energies, but, in any case, 
though it may engulf within it the whole universe and secure the 
merging of the universe in itself and can identify itself with God, 
"such identification can only be with the Sudarsana power of God, 
and the entrance into God, or the realization of Him through the 
word or thought, can only be through the Sudarsana power, which 
is a part of L.aksini. Thus unity with God can only mean union with 
Sudarsana, or entrance into LaksmP. 

Adoration {namah) means the spontaneous acceptance of the 
highest Lord as the master on the part of a man who has achieved 
it through a wise enlightenment^. Superiority {jydydn) consists of 
greatness of qualities and existence in earlier time®. God alone is 
superior, and everything else is inferior. The relation between the 
latter and the former is that the latter exists for the former or is 
dependent on the former. This relation is called (sesa-Untd), The 

' Ahirhudhnya-samhita^ Li. 69-78. 

* prekfdvatalt pravrttir yd prahvi-bhdvd^tmikd svatafi 

uikrffatn param uddisya tan namah pariglyate. Ibid. 1.11. 2. 

’ kdlato gunatai caiva prakar^o yatra ti^^ati 

iabdas tarn mukkyayd vrttyd jydydn ity avalambate. Ibid. lii . 4. 
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relation between the two is that one should be the adorer and the 
other the adored {nantr-^nantavya’-bhdva). True adoration is when 
such an adoration proceeds naturally as a result of such a relation, 
without any other motive or end of any kind — the only idea being 
that God is supremely superior to me and I am absolutely inferior 
to Him^. This process of adoration not only takes the adorer to 
God, but also brings God to him. The presence of any motive of 
any kind spoils the effectuation of the adoration. This adoration is 
the first part of the process of prapatti, or seeking the protection of 
God*. Now on account of the presence of beginningless root- 
impressions (vdsand), and of natural insignificance of power and 
association with impurity, man’s power of knowledge or wisdom 
becomes obstructed; and when a man becomes fully conscious of 
such weakness, he acquires the quality of kdrpanya or lowliness. 
A feeling or consciousness of one’s independence obstructs this 
quality of lowliness. The great faith that the supreme God is always 
merciful is called the quality of mahd-visvdsa. The idea that God is 
neutral and bestows His gifts only in proportion to one’s deeds 
obstructs this quality. The idea that, since He is all-merciful and 
all-powerful, He would certainly protect us, produces the quality 
of faith in God’s protective power. The notion that God, being 
qualityless, is indifferent to any appeal for protection obstructs this 
quality. Acceptance of the Lord as the supreme master whose 
commands should on no account be disobeyed produces the quality 
of docility {prdtikulya-vivarjana). Service of God in a manner not 
prescribed in the scriptures obstructs this quality. The strong re- 
solve of the mind to work in accordance with God’s wishes, with 
the full conviction that the sentient and the non-sentient of the 
world are but parts of His nsiture, produces the quality of sub- 
mission. An inimical disposition towards the beings of the world 
obstructs this quality. A true adoration {namah) to God must be 
associated with all the aforesaid qualities. True adoration must 
carry with it the conviction that the sense of possession that we have 
in all things, due to beginningless instinctive passions and desires, 
is all false, and the adorer should feel that he has neither inde- 
pendence nor anything that he may call his own. “My body, my 

^ upddhi^rahitend* yarft yena bhdvena cetanafi 

namati jydyoie Uismai tad vd namanam ucyate. 

Ahirbudhnya-satnhitd, Lii. 9. 

‘ phalepsd tad-virodhinU JM. Lli. 15. 
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riches, my relations do not belong to me, they all belong to God”; 
such is the conviction that should generate the spirit with which 
the adoration should be offered. The adorer should feel that the 
process of adoration is the only way through which he can obtain 
his highest realization, by offering himself to God and by drawing 
God to himself at the same time. The purpose of adoration is thus 
the supreme self-abnegation and self-offering to God, leaving no- 
thing for oneself. The world comes out of God and yet exists in a 
relation of inherence, so that He is both the agent and the material 
cause of the world, and the adorer must always be fully conscious 
of the greatness of God in all its aspects. 

The above doctrine of prapatti^ or nydsa, or iarand-gati^ as the 
means of winning God’s grace, has also been described in Chapter 
XXVII and it virtually means the qualities just described^, sarand-gati 
is here defined as prayer for God’s help in association with the con- 
viction of one’s being merged in sin and guilt, together with a belief 
in one’s absolute helplessness and a sense of being totally lost with- 
out the protecting grace of God^. The person who takes to the path 
of this prapatti achieves the fruits of all tapaSy sacrifices, pilgrimages 
and gifts, and attains salvation easily without resorting to any other 
methods^. It is further said that on the part of the devotee following 
the path of prapatti all that is necessary is to stick firmly to the 
attitude of absolute dependence on God, associated with a sense of 
absolute helplessness. He has no efforts to make other than to keep 
himself in the prayerful spirit ; all the rest is done by God. Prapatti 
is thus a updya-jndna and not a updya; for it is a mental attitude 
and does not presuppose any action. It is like a boat on which the 
passenger merely sits, while it is the business of the boatman to 
do the rest^. 


fO(fhd hi veda-viduso vadanty enam mahd-mune 
dnukfdyasya samkalpah prdtikulyasya varjanam 
raksisyati ti vih^dso grtpima-varanarn tathd. 
dtma-niksepa~kdrpanye sad-vtdhd iarand-gatik. 

Ahirhudhnya-samhitd^ xxxvil. 27, 28. 
aham asmy aparddhdndm dlayo' kiricano* gatih 
tvatn et'o 'pdyahhuto me hhave^ti prdrthand-matih. 
sarandgatir ity-ukid sd deve'smin prayujyatdm. 

Ibid, xxxvii. 30, 31. 


^ Ibid. XXXVII. 34 and 35. 

* atra navi' ti drstdntad updya^jUdnam €va tu 

narena kf tyam anyat tu ndrihasye'va taddharefi. 

Ahirbudhnya-samhitd. 
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Describing the process of pure creation, it is said that at the 
time of pralaya all effects are reduced to a dormant state, and there 
is no movement of any kind. All the six qualities of the Lord, 
namely sakti, bala, aiivarya^ virya and tejas described above, 
are in a state of absolute calmness like the sky without a puff of air 
in it^. This assemblage of powers in a state of calmness is LaksmI, 
which exists as it were like the very void. From its own spontaneity 
it seems to wish to burst forth and turn itself into active opera- 
tions. This power of God, though differentiated from Him, may 
be regarded as being His very nature. It is only when it thus 
comes out in active forms that it can be recognized as power, or 
iakti. When embedded in the potential form, it is indistinguish- 
able from the Lord Himself. These gunas of God should not, 
however, be confused with the gunas of prakrti, which evolve 
at a much lower stage in the course of the process of impure 
creation. 

As regards the vyuhas, it is said that Samkarsana carries in him 
the whole universe, as if it were a spot at the parting of the hairs 
{tilakalaka). The universe as it exists in Samkarsana is still in an 
unmanifested form. He is the support of the universe {asesa- 
bhuvana-dharaY, The manus, time and prakrti came out of Prad- 
yumna^ It is through the influence of Pradyumna that men are 
actuated to perform their work in accordance with the sdstras*. 
Aniruddha, also called Maha-visnu, is the god of power and energy, 
and it is through his efforts that the creation and the maintenance 
of the world are possible. It is he who makes the world grow®. It is 
through him that the world lives without fear and ultimate salvation 
is possible. According to Sankara’s account Samkarsana stands for 
the individual soul, Pradyumna for manas and Aniruddha for the 
Ego {aharnkdraY, Such a view is rather rare in the existing Pahca- 
ratra literature. In the Vi^aksena-samhitd, as quoted in the 
Tattva-traya^ it is said that Samkarsana acts as the superintendent 

^ pOrna^stimita^fdd-gunyam asamlrd-mvaro-pamam. 

Ahirbudhnya-saijihitdt V. 3. 

' All the idstras are said to have been produced by Sarpkar^anap and it is in 
him that they disappear at the time of pralaya. Ahirhudhnya, lv. 16. 

* Ibid. VI. 9-12. * Ibtd. LV. 18. Pradyumna is also called Vira. 

* There are, however, many conflicting views about these functions of the 
different vyOhas. See Lakpni-tantra, iv. ii<-20, also Vifvaksena-saiphitd, as 
quoted in the Tattva-traya. 

* VeddHta-sUtra, 11. 2. 42, Sankara's commentary. 
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of the souls, and Pradyumna is described as manomaya or the mind, 
but nothing is said about Aniruddha. In the Laksmt-tantra, vi. 
9-14, it is said that Samkarsana was like the soul, buddhi and tnanas 
and Vasudeva, the playful creative activity. In the Viwaksena- 
samhitd Aniruddha is regarded as the creator of the misra-varga 
(pure-impure creation, such as niyati), etc., and Samkarsana is re- 
garded as the being who separated the principle of life from nature 
and became Pradyumna. But in the Ahirbudhnya the difference 
between the purusa and prakrti starts in the Pradyumna stage, and 
not in the Samkarsana stage, and Aniruddha is regarded in the 
Ahirbudhnya as the superintendent of the saliva and therethrough 
of all that come from it and the manus^. According to the Ahir- 
budhnya Laksmi is described as the power of God, but according to 
U ttara-ndrdyana we have Laksmi and Bhumi, and according to the 
Tattva-traya I^aksmi, Bhumi and Nila. In the Vihagendra- 
sarnhitd, li. 8, these three are regarded as icchd, kriyd and sdksdt- 
sakti of the Devi. In the Sitd-upanisad also we have the same in- 
terpretation, and this is also associated there with Vaikhdnasa 
tradition. 'Phe Vihagendra speaks of the eight saktis of Sudarsana, 
kirtiy srty vijaydy sraddhdy smrtiy medhdy dhrti and ksamdy and in 
the Sdtrata-samhitd (ix. 85) we hear of the twelve saktis emanating 
from the Snvatsa of \ isnu: these arc lakpniy pustiy daydy nidrdy 
ksamdy kdntiy sarasvatiy dhrti, maitri, rati, tiisti and mati. 

I'he Pancaratra is based partly on the Vcdic and partly on the 
Tantric system*^. It therefore believes in the esoteric nature of the 
mantras. It has already been said that the wwld has come into 
being from the Sudarsana power; so all the natural, physical and 
other kinds of energies and powers of all things in the world are but 
manifestation of the Sudarsana. The power of the Sudarsana also 
manifests itself in the form of all living beings and of all that is 
inanimate, of the course of bondage and also of emancipation. 
Whatever is able to produce is to be regarded as the manifestation 
of Sudarsana^. The mantras are also regarded as the energy of 

^ Ahirbudhnya-samhita, vi. 57. 

® veda-tantramayo~dbhuta^ndnd-pra 5 (n»asfilini. Ibid. vi. 9. 

* sudariandhvayd devl sarva-krtya-karj vibhoh 

tan-mayam viddhi sdmarthyam sarvam sarva-padSrthajam 
dharmasyartheuya kdmasya mukter bandha-trayasya ca 
yad yat sva-kdrya-sdmarthyatn tat-tat-saudarsanam vapuh. 

Ibid. .\vi. 4 and 6. 
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Visnu as pure consciousness^. The first manifestation of this power, 
like a long-drawn sound of a bell, is called ndda^ and it can only be 
perceived by the great yogins. The next stage, like a bubble on the 
ocean, is called hinduy which is the identity of a name and the ob- 
jective power denoted by it. The next stage is the evolution of the 
objective power {namy-udaya), which is also called iSabda-brahman. 
Thus, with the evolution of every alphabetic sound there is also 
the evolution of the objective power of which it is the counterpart. 
Ahirbudhnya then goes on to explain the evolution of the different 
vowel and consonant sounds from the AtWu-power. By fourteen 
efforts there come the fourteen vowels emanating through the 
dancing of the serpent power {Kut^ali-sakti) of Visnu®. By its two- 
fold subtle power it behaves as the cause of creation and destruction. 
This power rises in the original locus (muld-dhdra) and, when it 
comes to the stage of the navel, it is called paiyanti and is perceived 
by the yogins. It then proceeds to the lotus of the heart and then 
passes through the throat as the audible sound. The energy of the 
vowel sounds passes through the summnd nddi. In this way the 
different consonant sounds are regarded as the prototypes of dif- 
ferent manifestations of world-energy, and these again are regarded 
as the symbols of different kinds of gods or superintendents of 
energy®. An assemblage of some of these alphabets in different 
orders and groups, called also the lotus or the wheel (cakrd)y would 
stand for the assemblage of different types of complex powers. 
The meditation and worship of these cakras would thus be expected 
to bring the objective powers typified by them under control. The 
different gods are thus associated with the different cakras of 
mantras \ and by far the largest portion of the Pancaratra literature 
is dedicated to the description of the rituals associated with these, 
the building of corresponding images, and the temples for these 
subsidiary deities. The meditation of these mantras is also regarded 
as playing diverse protective functions. 

In consonance with the ordinary method of the Tantric works 


^ sakfdd viffjioh kriyd-iaktih suddha-samvinmyi petrd. 

Akirbudhnya^saiphitd, xvi. 10. 

This h iyd^iakti is also called sdmarthya or yoga or pdramefthya or mahdtejas or 
tndyd-yoga. Ibid. xvi. 32. 

* naffva kundatl-iaktir ddyd vif^or vijpnbhate. Ibid. xvi. 55. 

* vifnu’-iaktimayd vart^ vif^u-mmkalpa-jpnbhitdh 

adhiffhitd yathd bhd^ais tdthd tan me niidmaya. Ibid. xvii. 3. 
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the Ahirbudhnya describes the nervous system of the body. The 
root {kandd) of all the nerves is said to be at about nine inches above 
the penis. It is an egg-shaped place four inches in length and 
breadth and made up of fat, flesh, bone and blood. Just two inches 
below the penis and about two inches from the anus we have a place 
which is called the middle of the body [sarira-madhya), or simply 
the middle {madhya). It is like a quadrilateral figure, which is also 
called the dgneya-mandala. The place of the root of the nddls is also 
called the navel-wheel (ndbht-cakra), which has twelve spokes. 
Round the ndbhi-cakra there exists the serpent {kundali) with eight 
mouths, stopping the aperture called brahma-randhra of the 
susumnd by its body^. In the centre of the cakra there are the two 
nddis called the alambusa and susumnd. On the different sides of the 
susumnd there are the following nddis: Kuhu^ Varuna, Yasasvini^ 
Pingaldy Pusd^ Payasvini, Sarasvati^ Sankhini^ Gdndhdriy Idd^ 
Hastifihvdy Visvodard. But there are on the whole 72,000 nddis in 
the body. Of these, Idd, Pingald and susumnd are the most impor- 
tant. Of these, again, susumnd^ which goes to the centre of the brain, 
is the most important. As a spider remains inside the meshes of its 
thread, so the soul, as associated with prana or life-force, exists in- 
side this navel- wheel. The susumnd has five openings, of which four 
carry blood, while the central aperture is closed by the body of the 
Kundali. Other nddis are shorter in size and are connected with the 
different parts of the body. The Ida and the Pingald are regarded as 
being like the sun and the moon of the body. 

There are ten vdyus, or bio-motor forces of the body, called 
pranuj apdna, samdna, uddna, vydna^ ndga^ hurma, krkaray deva- 
datta and dhananjaya. The prdna vdyu remains in the navel-wheel, 
but it manifests itself in the regions of the heart, mouth and the 
nose. The apdna vdyu works in the anus, penis, thighs, the legs, the 
belly, the testes, the lumbar region, the intestines, and in fact per- 
forms the functions of all the lower region. The vydna exists be- 
tween the eyes and the ears, the toes, nose, throat and the spine 
The uddna w^orks in the hands and the samdna through the body as 
a whole, probably discharging the general circulation^. The func- 

' Ahirhudhnya-samhitd, xxxii. ii. This is indeed different from the descrip- 
tion found in the <Sdkta Taniras, according to which the Kundali exists in the 
place down below described as the sarjra-madhya. 

* Ibid. XXXII. 33-37. These locations and functions are different from what 
we find in the Ayur- Veda or the Sdkta Tantras. 
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tion of the pram is to discharge the work of respiration; that of the 
vydm^ to discharge the work of turning about towards a thing or 
away from it. The function of the uddna is to raise or lower the body, 
that of the samdna^ to feed and develop it. The function of eructation 
or vomiting is performed by the ndga vdyu^ and devadatta produces 
sleep and so on. These nddls are to be purified by inhaling air by the 
idd for as long as is required to count from i to i6. This breath is to 
be held long enough to count from i to 32, and in the interval some 
forms of meditation are to be carried on. Then the yogin should inhale 
air in the same manner through the pingald and hold that also in the 
same way. He should then exhale the breath through the Ida. He 
should practise this for three months thrice a day, three times on 
each occasion, and thus his nadis will be purified and he will be able 
to concentrate his mind on the vdyus all over his body. In the pro- 
cess of the prdndydma he should inhale air through the Idd long 
enough to count from i to 16. Then the breath is to be retained 
as long as possible, and the specific mantra is to be meditated upon; 
and then the breath is to be exhaled out by the pingald for the time 
necessary to count from i to i6. Again, he has to inhale through the 
Pifigald^ retain the breath and exhale through the Idd, Gradually the 
period of retention of the breath called kumbhaka is to be increased. 
He has to practise the prdndydma sixteen times in course of the 
day. This is called the process jof prdndydma. As a result of this, 
he may enter the stage of samddhi, by which he may attain all 
sorts of miraculous powers, just as one may by the meditation of the 
wheel of mantras. 

But before one begins the purification of the nddis described 
above one should practise the various postures {asanas) of which 
cakra, padma, kurma, mayura, kukkuta, vira, svastika^ bhadra^ sirnha^ 
Mukta mAgomukha are described the Ahirbudhnya. The practice of 
these postures contributes to the good health of the yogins. But these 
physical practices are of no avail unless one turns to the spiritual 
side of yoga. Yoga is defined as the union of the lower and the 
higher soul^. Two ways for the attainment of the highest reality 
are described in the Ahirbudhnya — one is that of self-offering or 
self-abnegation {dtma-samarpana or hrd-ydga) through the medita- 
tion on the highest in the form of some of His powers, as this 

^ satftyogo yoga ity ukto jfydtm-paramd-tmanoh, 

Ahirbudhnya-satfthitd, xxxi. 15. 
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and that specific deity, by the practice of the mantras \ and the 
other is that of the yogaK Ahirbudhnyay however, concentrates its 
teachings on the former, and mentions the latter in only one of 
its chapters. There are two types of soul, one within the influence 
of the prakrti and the other beyond it. The union with the highest 
is possible through karma and yoga. Karma is again of two kinds, 
that which is prompted by desires {pravartaka) and that which is 
prompted by cessation of desires (nivartaka). Of these only the 
latter can lead to emancipation, while the former leads to the attain- 
ment of the fruits of desires. The highest soul is described as the 
subtle {suksma)^ all-pervading {sarva~ga)y maintaining all {sarva- 
bhrt)^ pure consciousness {jndna-rupa\ without beginning and end 
{anddy-ananta)y changeless {a-vtkdrtn)y devoid of all cognitive or 
conalive senses, devoid of names and class-notions, without colour 
and quality, yet knowing all and pervading all, self-luminous and 
yet approachable through intuitive wisdom, and the protector of 
air^. The^^qiffl by which a union of our lower souls w^ith this highest 
reality can be effected has the well-known eight accessories, yama^ 
niyama, dsana, prdndydma, pratyakdra^ dhdrana, dhydna and 
samddhi. 

Of these, yama is said to consist of beneficial and yet truthful 
utterance {satya)^ suffering at the sufferings of all beings {dayd)y 
remaining fixed in one’s path of duty even in the face of dangers 
(dhrti)y inclination of all the senses to adhere to the path of right 
conduct {sauca)y absence of lust {brahma-carya), remaining un- 
ruffled even when there is a real cause of anger or excitement 
{ksamd)y uniformity of thoughts, deeds and words {drjava), taking 
of unprohibited food {mitdhdra)^ absence of greed for the property 
of others {asteya)^ cessation from doing injury to others by word, 
deed or thought {ahimsdy, Niyama is described as listening to 
Vedantic texts (siddhdnta-sravana), gifts of things duly earned to 
proper persons (ddna), faith in scriptural duties {mati)y worship of 
Vi^nu through devotion {tsvara-pujana)^ natural contentment with 

^ yad vd bha^avate tasmai n'akiyatma-samarpanam 

visifta-daivataya smai cakra-rupdya mantratah 
viyuktam prakrteh suddham dadyad dtma-havih svayam. 

Ahirhxidhnya-samhitd^ xxx. 4, 5. 

* Ibid, XXXI. 7-10. 

® Ibid. 18-23. I he list here Riven is different from that of PataAjali, who 
counts ahimsdt satya, asteya, brahma-carya and apartgraha as yamas. See Yoga- 
sutrUf II. 30. 
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tion of the praim is to discharge the work of respiration; that of the 
vydfuiy to discharge the work of turning about towards a thing or 
away from it. The function of the tiddna is to raise or lower the body, 
that of the sarndna^ to feed and develop it. The function of eructation 
or vomiting is performed by the ndga vdyu^ and devadatta produces 
sleep and so on. These nadis are to be purified by inhaling air by the 
idd for as long as is required to count from i to i6. This breath is to 
be held long enough to count from i to 32, and in the interval some 
forms of meditation are to be carried on. Then the yogin should inhale 
air in the same manner through th^pif^ald and hold that also in the 
same way. He should then exhale the breath through the Ida. He 
should practise this for three months thrice a day, three times on 
each occasion, and thus his nadis will be purified and he will be able 
to concentrate his mind on the vdyus all over his body. In the pro- 
cess of the prdndydma he should inhale air through the Ida long 
enough to count from i to 16. Then the breath is to be retained 
as long as possible, and the specific mantra is to be meditated upon ; 
and then the breath is to be exhaled out by the pingald for the time 
necessary to count from i to 16. Again, he has to inhale through the 
Pingald^ retain the breath and exhale through the Idd. Gradually the 
period of retention of the breath called kumbhaka is to be increased. 
He has to practise the prdndydma sixteen times in course of the 
day. This is called the process ^of prdndydma. As a result of this, 
he may enter the stage of samddhi, by which he may attain all 
sorts of miraculous powers, just as one may by the meditation of the 
wheel of mantras. 

But before one begins the purification of the nd£s described 
above one should practise the various postures {asanas) of which 
cakra^ padma, kurma^ mayura, kukkuta, vira, svastika^ bhadra^ simha^ 
mukta and gomukha are described the Ahirbudhnya. The practice of 
these postures contributes to the good health of the yogins. But these 
physical practices are of no avail unless one turns to the spiritual 
side of yoga. Yoga is defined as the union of the lower and the 
higher souU. Two ways for the attainment of the highest reality 
are described in the Ahirbudhnya — one is that of self-offering or 
self-abnegation {dtma-samarpana or hrd-ydga) through the medita- 
tion on the highest in the form of some of His powers, as this 

^ samyogo yoga ity ukto jW/Um*paramiX-tmamft^ 

Ahirbudhnya-sa^hitap x:<xi. 15. 
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and that specific deity, by the practice of the mantras \ and the 
other is that of the yoga^, Ahirbudhnya, however, concentrates its 
teachings on the former, and mentions the latter in only one of 
its chapters. There are two types of soul, one within the influence 
of the prakrti and the other beyond it. The union with the highest 
is possible through karma and yoga. Karma is again of two kinds, 
that which is prompted by desires {pravartaka) and that which is 
prompted by cessation of desires (nivartaka). Of these only the 
latter can lead to emancipation, while the former leads to the attain- 
ment of the fruits of desires. The highest soul is described as the 
subtle {sukpna)y all-pervading {sarva-ga)^ maintaining all {sarva- 
bhrt\ pure consciousness (jfidna-rupa), without beginning and end 
{anddy~ananta)y changeless (a-vikdrtn), devoid of all cognitive or 
conative senses, devoid of names and class-notions, without colour 
and quality, yet knowing all and pervading all, self-luminous and 
yet approachable through intuitive wisdom, and the protector of 
all^. The yoga by which a union of our lower souls with this highest 
reality can be effected has the well-known eight accessories, yama^ 
niyama, dsana^ prdndydmay pratydhdray dhdrana, dhydna and 
samddhi. 

Of these, yama is said to consist of beneficial and yet truthful 
utterance {satya)^ suffering at the sufferings of all beings {dayd)y 
remaining fixed in one’s path of duty even in the face of dangers 
(dhrti)y inclination of all the senses to adhere to the path of right 
conduct {sauca)y absence of lust {brahma-carya), remaining un- 
ruffled even when there is a real cause of anger or excitement 
{ksamd)y uniformity of thoughts, deeds and words {drjaz'a)y taking 
of unprohibited food {mitdhdra)y absence of greed for the property 
of others {asteya)y cessation from doing injury to others by wwd, 
deed or thought {ahimsdY. Niyama is described as listening to 
Vcdantic texts {siddhdnta-sravana)y gifts of things duly earned to 
proper persons {ddna)y faith in sciiptural duties {mati)y worship of 
Vl^nu through devotion {isvara-ptljufta), natural contentment with 

' yad vd bhagavate tasmai svakiydtma-samarpanam 

visifta^dawataytV smai cakra’-rupdya mnntratah 
xnyuktam prakrteh iuddham dadyad dtma-havih nwam. 

Ahirbudhnya-samhitd^ xxx. 4, 5. 

* Ibid. xxxL 7-10. 

® Ibid. 18 -23. 'I hc list here Riven is different from that of Patahjali, who 
counts ahirnsd^ satya, asteya, brahma-carya and apartgraha as yamas. See Yoga^ 
sQtra, II. 30. 
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whatever one may have (santofa), asceticism (tapaht), faith in the 
ultimate truth being attainable only through the Vedas {dstikya), 
shame in committing prohibited actions {hii), muttering of mantras 
(japa), acceptance of the path dictated by the good teacher (vratay. 
Though the Yoga is here described as the union of the lower and 
the higher soul, the author of the Ahirbudhnya vras aware of the 
yogdnusdsam of Patahjali and his doctrine of Yoga as the repression 
of mental states (citta-vrtti-nirodhay. 

The Ahirbudhnya defines prama as the definite knowledge of a 
thing as it really exists {yathdrthd-vadhdranam), and the means by 
which it is attained is called pramdm. That which is sought to be 
discovered by the pramdms as being beneficial to man is called 
pramdndrtha. This is of two kinds, that which is supremely and ab- 
solutely beneficial, and that which indirectly leads thereto, and as 
such is called hita and sddhana. Oneness with God, which is 
supremely blissful, is what is called supremely beneficial (hita). 
Two ways that lead to it are those of dharma and jndna. This know- 
ledge is of two kinds, as direct intuition (sdkfdtkdra) and as indirect 
or inferential (paroksa). Dharma is the cause of knowledge, and is 
of two kinds, one which leads directly, and the other indirectly, to 
worship of God. Self-offering or self-abnegation with reference to 
God is called indirect dharma, while the way in which the Yogin 
directly realizes God is called the direct dharma, such as is taught 
in the Pahcaratra literature, called the sdtvata-sdsafia. By the 
Sainkhya path one can have only the indirect knowledge of God, 
but through Yoga and Vedwta one can have a direct intuition of 
God. Emancipation (tnoksa) is as much an object of attainment 
through efforts (sddhya) as dharma, artha and kdma, though the last 
three are also mutually helpful to one another®. 

^ Ahirbudhnya-safnhitS, pp. 23-30. This list is also different from that of 
Patahjali, who counts sauca^ santofa^ tapah, svddhydya and Uvara-pranidhana 
only as niyamas. See Yoga-sutra^ ii. 32. 

* Ibid. XIII. 27, 28. 

• Ibid. XIII. 



CHAPTER XVII 

THE ARVArs. 

The Chronology of the Ajrvars. 

In the Bhdgavata-purdna, xi. 5. 38-40, it is said that the great 
devotees of Visnu will appear in the south on the banks of Tamra- 
parnl, Krtamala (Vaigai), Payasvini (Palar), Kaverl and MahanadI 
(Periyar)^ It is interesting to note that the An^rs, Namm’-airar 
and Madhura-kaviy-arvar, were born in the Tamraparnl country, 
Periy-arvar and his adopted daughter Andal in the Krtamala, 
Poygaiy-arvar, Bhutatt’-arvar, Pey-arvar and Tiru-marisai Piran in 
the Payasvini, Tondar-adi-podiy-aivar, Tiru-pan-an^ar and Tiru- 
mahgaiy-arvar in the Kaverl, and Periy-arvar and Kula-^ekhara 
Perumal in the Mahanada countries. In the Bhdgavata-mdhdtmya we 
find a parable in which Bhakti is described as a distressed woman who 
was bom in the Dravida country, had attained her womanhood in the 
Carnatik and Maharastra, and had travelled in great misery through 
Guzerat and North India with her two ^omjndna and Vairdgya to 
Brindaban, and that owing to the hard conditions through which 
she had to pass her two sons had died. This shows that at least 
according to the traditions of the Bhdgavata-purdna Southern India 
was regarded as a great stronghold of the Bhakti cult. 

The Arvars are the most ancient Vaisnava saints of the south, 
of whom Saroyogin or Poygaiy-arvar, Putayogin or Bhutatt'-aj^ar, 
Mahadyogin or Pey-an^ar, and Bhaktisara or Tim-marisai Piran 
are the earliest; Namm’-arvar or Sa^hakopa, Madhura-kaviy-anrar, 
Kula-^ekhara Perumal, Visnucittan (or Periy-arvar) and Goda 
(Andal) came after them and Bhaktahghrirenu (Tondar-adi-podiy- 
arvar), Yogivaha (Tiru-pan-arvar) and Parakala (Tini-mahgaiy- 

^ This implies that the Bhdgavata-purana in its present form was probably 
written after the Ajvars had flourished. The verse here referred to has been 
quoted by Venkatanfltha in his Rahasya-traya-sdra. The Prapannd-mrta (Ch. 77) 
however refers to three other Vaisnava saints who preceded the AfvSrs. They 
were (i) KSsSrayogin, born in Kaflcl, (ii) Bhutayoglndra, born in Mallipura, 
(iii) Bhrftnta-yoglndra called also Mahat and Maharya who was the incarnation 
of Vi9vaksena. It was these sages who advised the five samskdras of Vai^navism 
{tdpaik paut^ras tathd noma mantro yagas ca pancamahi). They preached the 
emotional Vai9t>avism in which Bhakti is realized as maddening intoxication 
associated with tears, etc. They described their feelings of ecstasy in three works, 
comprising three hundred verses Avritten in Tamil. They were also known by the 
names of Madhava, Dasarya and Saroyogin. 
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arvar) were the last to come. The traditional date ascribed to the 
earliest Ajrvar is 4203 b.c., and the date of the latest Arvar is 
2706 though modern researches on the subject bring down 
their dates to a period not earlier than the seventh or the eighth 
century a.d. Traditional information about the Ajrvars can be had 
from the different Guru-parampard^' works. According to the 
GurU’-parampardy Bhutatt-, Poygaiy- and Pey-aivars were incarna- 
tions of Visnu’s Gaddy Sankha and NandakUy and so also Kadan- 
mallai and Mayilai, while Tiru-marisai Piran was regarded as the 
incarnation of the cakra (wheel) of Visnu. Namm’-aj^ar was in- 
carnation of Visvaksena and Kula-sekhara Peru-mal of the Kaus- 
tubha of Visnu. So Periy-arvar, Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar and Tiru- 
mahgaiy-anrar were respectively incarnations of Garuduy Vanamdld 
and &drnga of Visnu. The last Ajrvar was Tiru-paii-arvar. Andal, 
the adopted daughter of Periy-arvar, and Madhura-kaviy-ajrvar, the 
disciple of Namm’-ajrvar, were also regarded as Ajrvars. They came 
from all parts of the Madras Presidency. Of these seven were 
Brahmins, one was a Ksattriyay two were sudras and one was of the 
low Panar caste. The Guru-parampards give incidents of the lives 
of the Arvars and also fanciful dates b.c. when they are said to have 
flourished. Apart from the Guru~parampard$ there are also mono- 
graphs on individual Airvars, of which the following are the most 
important: (i) Divya-suri-carita by Garuda-vahana Pandita, who 
was a contemporary of Ramanuja; (2) Guru-parampard-prabhdvam 
of Pinb’-ajragiya Peru-mal Jiyar, based on the Divya-suri-carita 
and written in mani-pravdla style, i.e. a mixture of Sanskrit and 
Tamil; (3) Periya-tiru-mudiy-adaivu of Anbillai Kandadai-yappan, 
written in Tamil; (4) Upadesa-ratna-mdlai of Manavala Ma-muni, 
written in Tamil, contains thejist of Ajrvars; (5) Yatindra-pravana- 
prabhdvam of Pillai Lokacaryar. The other source of information 
regarding the Ajvars is the well-known collection of the works of 
Ajrvars known as Ndl-dyira-dtvya-prabandham, Among these are 
the commentaries on the LHvya-prabandham and the Tiru-vdy-mori 
of Namm’-ajtvar. In addition to these we have the epigraphical 
evidence in inscriptions scattered over the Madras Presidency^. 


' Early History of Vaiptavism in South India, by S. K. Aiyan^ar, pp. 4-13; 
also Sir R. G. Bhandarkar’s Vaifnavism, Saitdsm and Minor Religious Sects, 
pp. 68, 69. 

* Sir Subrahmanya Ayyar Lecture.*., by the late T. A. Gopi-a&tha Rftu, 1923. 
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Manavala Ma-muni, in his Yatindra-pravana-prabhavaniy says 
that the earliest of the Arvars, Pey-arvar, Bhutatt’-arvar, Poygaiy- 
an^ar, and Tiru-marisai Piran, flourished at the time of the Pallavas, 
who came to KancI about the fourth century a.d. Again, Professor 
Dubreuil says that Mamdlai, the native town of Bhutatt’-arvar, did 
not exist before Narasimhavarman I, who founded the city by 
the middle of the seventh century. Further, Tiru-mahgaiy-arvar 
praised the Vaisnava temple'of Kanci built by Paramesvarvarman II. 
It seems, therefore, that the Aj^ars flourished in the eighth century 
A.D., which was the period of a great Vaisnava movement in the Cola 
and the Pandya countries, and also of the Advaitic movement of 
Sankara ^ 

According to the traditional accounts, Namm’-arvar was the 
son of Kari, holding a high post under the Pandyas, and himself 
bore the names of Karima ran, ParahkuM and Sathakopa, that 
his disciple was Madhura-kaviy-arvar, and that he was bom at 
Tirukkurgur. Two stone inscriptions have been found in Madura 
of which one is dated at Kali 3871, in the reign of King Parantaka, 
whose uttara-mantrin was the son of Mara, who was also known as 
Madhura-kaviy-arvar. The other is dated in the reign of Maran- 
jadaiyan. The Kali year 3871 corresponds to a.d. 770. This was 
about the year when Parantaka Pandya ascended the throne. His 
father Parahkusa died about the year a.d. 770. Marahkari con- 
tinued as uttara-mantrin, Namm’-arvar’s name Karimaran shows 
that Kari the uttara-mantrin was his father. This is quite in accor- 
dance with the accounts found in Guru-parampard, These and 
many other evidences collected by Gopi-natha Rau show that 
Namm'-arvar and Madhura-kaviy-arvar flourished at the end of the 
eighth century a.d. or in the first half of the ninth century. Kula- 
^Skhara Peru-mal also flourished probably about the first half of the 
ninth century. Periy-ap^ar and his adopted daughter Andal were 
probably contemporaries of Srivallabhadeva, who flourished about 
the middle of the ninth century A.u. Tondar-adi-podiy-an^ar was a 
contemporary of Tiru-mangaiy-an^ar and Tiru-pan-ap^ar. Tiru- 
mangaiy-aprar referred to the war drum of Pallavamalla, who reigned 
between a.d. 717 and a.d. 779, and these Ap^ars could not have 
flourished before that time. Biit Tim-mangaiy-ap^ar, in his praise 

' Sir Subrahmanya Ayyar Lectures, by the late T. A. Gopi-nStha RSu, 1923, 
p. 17. 
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of Visnu at KancI, refers to Vairamegha Pallava, who probably 
flourished in the ninth century. It may therefore be supposed that 
Tiru-mahgaiy lived about that time. According to Mr S. K. 
Aiyangar the last of the Arvars flourished in the earlier half of the 
eighth century a.d.^ Sir R. G. Bhandarkar holds that Kula- 
sgkhara Peru-mal flourished about the middle of the twelfth 
century. He was a king of Travancore and in his Mukunda-mala 
he quotes a verse from the Bhdgavata-purdna (xi. 2. 36). On the 
basis of the inscriptional evidence that Permadi of the Senda 
dynasty, who flourished between 1138-1150, conquered Kula- 
sekharahka, and identifying Kula-sekhara Peru-mal with Kula- 
sekharanka, Bhandarkar comes to the conclusion that Kula-^ekhara 
Peru-mal lived in the middle of the twelfth century a.d., though, as 
we have already seen, Mr Rau attempts to place him in the first 
half of the ninth century. He, however, does not take any notice 
of the views of Sir R. G. Bhandarkar, who further thinks that the 
earliest Arvars flourished about the fifth or the sixth century a.d. 
and that the order of the priority of the Ajrvars as found in the Guru- 
parampara lists is not reliable. One of the main points of criticism 
used by Aiyangar against Bhandarkar is the latter’s identification 
of Kula-^ekhara Peru-mal with Kula-sekharaiika. The works of the 
Ajrvars were w'ritten in Tamil, and those that survive were collected 
in their present form in Ramanuja’s time or in the time of Natha- 
muni; this collection, containing 4000 hymns, is called Ndl-dyira- 
divya-prabandham. But at least one part of it was composed by 
Kuruttalvan or Kuruttama, who was a prominent disciple of 
Ramanuja, and in a passage thereof a reference is made to Ramanuja 
also'*. The order of the Ajn^ars given in this work is somewhat 
different from that given in the Guru-parampard referred to above, 
and it does not contain the name of Namm’-arvar, who is treated 
separately. Again, Pillan, the disciple and apostolic successor 
of Ramanuja, who commented on the Tiru-vdy-mori of Namm’- 
anrar, gives in a verse all the names of the Airvars, omitting only 

' Indian Antiquary, Vol. xxxv, pp. 228, etc. 

* This part is called Ramunuja-nurrundddi, The order of the Alvars given here 
is as follows: Poygaiy-Srvar, nhutatt'>ajrvar, PCy-ajrvar, Tiru-pan-ajvar, Tiru- 
maiUai Piran, Tondar-adi-podiy-ajrvar» Kula-ickhara, Periy-ijrvar, And&li 
Tiru-mahgaiy-arvar. Vehkatanatha, howevei, in his Prabandha^sdram records 
the Ajvars in the following order: Poygaiy-arvar, BhQtatt’-afvar, Pey-arvar, 
Tini-nia]ri$ai Piran, Namm'-arvar, Madhura-kaviy-afvar, Kula-^ekhara, Periy- 
arvar, A^d^l* Topd*r-adi-podiy-arvar, Tiru>pan*arvar, Tiru*mahgaiy-ajpvar. 
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AndaP. Thus it appears that Kula-sekhara was accepted as an 
Arvar in Ramanuja’s time. In V'ehkatanatha’s (fourteenth-century) 
list, contained in one of his Tamil Prabandhams^ all the Arvars 
excepting Andal and Madhura-kaviy-arvar are mentioned. The 
Prahandham contains also a succession list of teachers according 
to the Vadakalai sect, beginning with Ramanuja^. 

Kula-sSkhara, in his Mukunda-mdldy says that he was the ruler 
of Ko!li (Uraiyur, the Cola capital), Kudal (Madura) and Kohgu. 
Being a native of Travancore (Vahjikulam), he became the ruler of 
the Pandya and Cola capitals, Madura and Uraiyur. After a.d. 900, 
when the Cola king Parantaka became supreme and the Cola capital 
was at Tanjore instead of at Uraiyur, the ascendency of the Travan- 
core country (Kerala) over the Cola and the Pandya kingdoms would 
have been impossible. It could only have happened either before the 
rise of the great Pallava dynasty with Narasimhavarman I (a.d. 600) 
or after the fall of that dynasty with Nandivarman (a.d. 800). If 
Tiru-mangaiy-arrar, the contemporary of Vairamegha, be accepted 
as the last Arvar, then Kula-sekhara must be placed in the sixth 
century a.d. But Gopi-natha Rau interprets a passage of Kula- 
sekhara as alluding to the defeat and death of a Pallava king at his 
hands. He identifies this king with the Pallava king Dantivarman, 
about a.d. 825, and is of the opinion that he fiourished in the first 
half of the ninth century a.d. In any case Bhandarkar’s identifica- 
tion of Kula-sekhara with Kula-sekharahka (a.d. 1150) is very im- 
probable, as an inscription dated a.d. 1088 makes a provision for 
the recital of Kula-sekhara’s TettGrumtiraW^ Aiyangar further 
states that in several editions of the Mukunda-mdld the quotation 
from the Bhd^arata-purdna referred to by Bhandarkar cannot be 
traced. We may thus definitely reject the view of Bhandarkar that 
Kula-sekhara flourished in the middle of the twelfth century a.d. 

There is a great controversy among the South Indian historians 
and epigraphists not only about the chronological order of the 

* Bhutam Saras ca Mahad-anvaya-Bhattan&tha- 

Sri-Bhaktisdra~Kulasekhara-Yogivdhdn 
Bhaktdnghrirenu-Parakala-Yatlndramisrdn 
Srl-mat‘Pardnkusa-munim pranato'smi nityam. 

Verse quoted from Aiyanfcar’s Early History of Vaisnafism. 

* RamiLnuja’s preceptor was Periya Nambi, then come Alavandar, Manakkal 
Nambi, Uyyakkondar, Nathamuni, Sathakopa, Vi^vaksena (Senai Nathan). 
Mahalak^ml and Vi^nu. Aiyangar, Early History of Kaimawir/i. p. 2i. 

* Ibid. p. 33. 
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different Arvars, but also regarding the dates of the first and the 
last, and of those who came between them. Thus, while Aiyangar 
wished to place the first four Arvars about the second century A.D., 
Gopi-natha Rau regards them as having flourished in the middle 
of the seventh century a.d.^ Again, Namm’-arvar is placed by 
Aiyangar in the middle, of the sixth century, while Gopi-natha 
Rau would place him during the first half of the ninth century. 
While Aiyangar would close the history of the Arvars by the middle 
of the seventh century, Gopi-natha Rau would place Kula-sgkhara 
in A.D. 825, Periy-arvar in about the same date or a few years later, 
and Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar, Tiru-mangaiy-arvar and Tiru-pan- 
ai^ar (contemporaries) about a.d. 830. From comparing the various 
matters of controversy, the details of which cannot well be de- 
scribed here, I feel it wise to follow Gopi-natha Rau, and am in- 
clined to think that the order of the Ansars, except so far as the 
first group of four is concerned, is not a chronological one, as many 
of them were close contemporaries, and their history is within a 
period of only 200 years, from the middle of the seventh century 
to the middle of the ninth century. 

The word An^ar means one w'ho has a deep intuitive knowledge 
of God and one who is immersed in the contemplation of Him. The 
works of the Arvars are full of intense and devoted love for Visnu. 
This love is the foundation of the later systematic doctrine of 
prapatti. The difference between the Arvars and the Aragiyas, of 
whom we shall speak later on, is that, while the former had realized 
Brahman and had personal enjoyment of His grace, the latter were 
learned propounders who elaborated the philosophy contained in 
the works of the Arvars. Poygaiy, Bhutatt* and Pey composed the 
three sections of one hundre^ stanzas each of Tiru~vantddi^, Tiru- 
marisai Piran spent much of his life in Triplicane, Conjeevaram 
and Kumbakonam. His hymns are the Nan-mukham Tiru-vantddi, 
containing ninety-six stanzas, and Tiru-chanda-vruttam. Namm*- 
an^ar was born of a Sudra family at Kurukur, now Alvartirunagari 
in the Tinnevelly district. He was the most voluminous writer 

‘ These are P€y-arvar, Bhutau'-arvar, Poygaiy-ajrvar and Tiru-majrisai Piran, 
the first three being Imown as Mudal-arvars among the Srlvai^navas. 

* As a specimen of Tiru-vantSdi one may quote the following passage: 
'*With love as lamp-bowl, desire as oil, mind melting with bliss as wick, with 
melting soul 1 have kindled the bright light of wisdom in the learned Tamil which 
1 have wrought for Narayana.*/ — BhQtam, quotation from Hooper's Hymns 
of the Alvdfs, p. 12 , n. 
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among the Anrars and a great mass of his poetry is preserved in the 
Ndl-dyira-divya-prabandham. His works are the TirU'-vruttam^ 
containing one hundred stanzas, Tiru-vdnriyam^ containing seven 
stanzas, the Periya tiru-vantddi of eighty-seven stanzas, and the 
Tiru-^vdy-mori, containing 1102 stanzas. Namm’-aivar’s whole life 
was given to meditation. His disciple Madhura-kavi considers 
him an incarnation of Visnu. Kula-^Skhara was a great devotee of 
Rama. His chief work is the Peru-mdl-tiru-mori, Periy-ai^r, known 
as Visnucitta, was born at Sribittiputtur. His chief works are Tiru^ 
palV-^dndu and Tiru-mari. Andal, adopted daughter of Periy-anrar, 
was passionately devoted to Krsna and considered herself as one of 
the Gopis, seeking for union with Krsna. She was married to the 
God Rahganatha of SrTrahgam. Her chief works are Tiru-pdvai 
and Nacchiydr, Tirumori Tondar-adi-podiy-arvar was born at 
Mandangudi. He was once under the seduction of a courtesan 
called DevadevI, but was saved by the grace of Rahganatha. His 
chief works are T'iru-mdlai, and the Tiru-palliy-erucki. Tiru-pan- 
arvar was brought up by a low-caste childless panar. His chief 
work was Amalan-ddihirdn in ten stanzas. Tiru-mahgaiy was born 
in the thief-caste. His chief works are Periya-tiru-moriy Tiru- 
kurun-ddndakamy T iru-nedun^dandakaniy T iru-verugutUirukkaiy 
Siriya’-tirU’-madal and Periya-tiru-madal. Tiru-mahgaiy was driven 
to brigandage, and gained his divine wisdom through the grace of 
Rahganatha. The NdUdyira-divya-prahandhaniy which contains the 
works of the Arvars, is regarded in the Tamil country as the most 
sacred book and is placed side by side with the Vedas. It is carried 
in procession into the temple, when verses from it are recited and 
they are recited also on special occasions of marriage, death, etc. 
Verses from it are also sung and recited in the hall in front of the 
temple, and it is used in the rituals along with Vedic mantras. 

The Philosophy of the Arvars. 

As the hymns of the Anrars have only a literary and devotional 
form, it is difficult to utilize them for philosophical purposes. As an 
illustration of the general subject-matter of their works, I shall try 
to give a brief summary of the main contents of Namm’-anrar’s 
(Sathakopa) work, following Abhiramavaracarya’s DramidopanisaU 
tdtparya^. The feeling of devotion to God felt by Sa^hakopa 

^ MS. from Government Oriental Manuscript Library, Madras. 
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could not be contained within him, and, thus overflowing, was ex- 
pressed in verses which soothed all sufferers; this shows that his 
affection for suffering humanity was even greater than that of their 
owm parents. Sathakopa’s main ideal was to subdue our so-called 
manhood by reference to God (purusottama), the greatest of all 
beings, and to regard allbeings as but women depen«lent on Him; and 
so it w^as that Sat hakopa conceived himself as a woman longing for her 
lover and entirely dependent on him. In the first of his four works 
he prayed for the cessation of rebirth ; in the second he described 
his experiences of God’s great and noble qualities; in the third he 
expressed his longings to enjoy God; and in the fourth he described 
how all his experiences of God’s communion with him fell far short 
of his great longings. In the first ten stanzas of his first centum he 
is infused with a spirit of service (dasya) to God and describes his 
experiences of God’s essential qualities. In the next ten stanzas he 
describes the mercy of God and recommends every one to give up 
attachment to all other things, which are of a trifling and temporary 
nature. Then he prays to God for his incarnation on earth with 
Laksml, His consort, and pays adoration to Him. He continues 
with a description of his mental agonies in not attaining com- 
munion with God, confessing his own guilt to Him. He then em- 
braces God and realizes that all his failings are his own fault. He 
explains that the spirit of service (ddsya) does not depend for its 
manifestation and realization on any elaborate rituals involving 
articles of worship, but on one’s own zeal. What is necessary is true 
devotion (bhakti). Such a devotion, he says, must proceed through 
an intense enjoyment of the nature of the noble qualities of God, so 
that the devotee may feel that there is nothing in anything else that 
is greater than them. With a yielding heart he says that God accepts 
the service of those who instead of employing all the various means 
of subduing a crooked enemy, adopt only the means of friendliness 
to them^. God is pleased with those who are disposed to realize the 
sincerity of their own spirit, and it is through this that they can 
realize God in themselves. God’s favour does not depend on any- 
thing but His own grace, manifesting itself in an all-embracing 
devotion. He says, in the second sataka, that the devotee, having, 

» kautilyavatsu kara^-tritaye'pi jantufv 

dtmlyam eva kazaiw^tritayaika^rUpyam 
sandariya tdnapi'harih sva^vasXkarotUy 
dcafta sandra-karuno munir affamena. 

Dramidopanifat-tatparya. MS. 
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oii the one hand, felt the great and noble qualities of God, and yet 
being attached to other things, is pierced through with pangs of 
sorrow in not realizing God in communion, and feels a bond of 
sympathy with all humanity sharing the same grief. Through the 
stories of God related in the Puranas, e.g. in the Bhdgavata^ Sathakopa 
feels the association of God which removes his sorrow and so increases 
his contact with God. He then describes how the great saints of the 
past had within their heart of hearts enjoyed an immersion in the 
ocean of God’s bliss, w'hich is the depository of all blissful emotion; 
and he goes on to express his longings for the enjoyment of that 
bliss. Through his longings for Him there arose in Sathakopa great 
grief of separation, devoid of any interest in furthering unworthy 
ends; he communicated to Him his great sorrow at his incapacity 
to realize Him, and in so doing he lost consciousness through in- 
tensity of grief. As a result God Krsna appeared before him, 
and he describes accordingly the joy of the vision of God. But he 
fears to lose God, who is too mighty for him, and takes refuge in 
his great attachment to Him. Next he says that they only realize 
God who have a sense of possession in Him. He describes God’s 
noble qualities, and shows that the realization of the proximity of 
God is much more desirable than the attainment of emancipation. 
He says that the true definition of moksa is to attain the position 
of God’s servant ^ 

In the beginning of the third centum he describes the beauty of 
God. Then he bemoans the fact that, on account of the limitations 
of his senses and his mind, he is unable to enjoy the fullness of His 
beauty. Next he describes the infinitude of God’s glory and his 
own spirit of service to Him. Then he envisages the whole world 
and the words that denote the things of the world as being the body 
of God*. Then he expresses the pleasure and bliss he feels in the 
service of God, and says that even those who cannot come into 
contact with God in His own essence can find solace in directing 
their minds to His image and to the stories of Krsna related in the 

* moksiidaram sphutam ax'ek^ya munir mukunde 
mok^am praddtum sadrksa-phalatfi pravrtte 
dtme-ftam asya pada-kinkarataika-ruparn 
mokfd-khya-vastu navame nirandyi tena. 

Dramidopanifat-tdtparya. MS. 

* sarvavn jagat samaralokya vibhos sarjram 
tad-vdeinas ca sakaldn api sahda-rdsln 

tarn hhuta^hhautika-mukhdn kathayan paddrthdn 
ddsyatp cakdra vacasaiva munis caturthe. Ibid. 
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Puranas. He then absorbs himself in the grief of his separation 
from God and hopes that by arresting all the inner senses he may 
see God with his own eyes. He also regrets the condition of other 
men who are wasting their time in devotion to gods other than Krsna. 
He goes on to describe the vision of God and his great joy therein. 

In the fourth centum he describes the transitoiiness of all things 
considered as enjoyable, and the absolute superiority of the bliss of 
pleasing God. He goes on to explain how, through cessation of all 
inclination to other things and the increase of longing for God in a 
timeless and spaceless manner, and through the pangs of separation 
in not realizing Him constantly, he considers himself as a woman, 
and through the pangs of love loses his consciousness^. Then he 
describes how Hari is pleased with his amour and satisfies his 
longings by making Him enjoyable through the actions of mind, 
words and body by His blissful embraces^. Next he shows how, 
when he attempted to realize Krsna by his spiritual zeal, Krsna 
vanished from his sight and he was then once more filled with the 
grief of separation. Again he receives a vision of God and feels w ith 
joy His overwhelming superiority. He further describes how his 
vision of God was like a dream, and how, when the dream ceased, 
he lost consciousness. To fill up the emptiness of these occasional 
separations, he sorrowfully chanted the name of God, and earnestly 
prayed to Him. He wept for Him and felt that without Him every- 
thing was nothing. Yet at intervals he could not help feeling deep 
sympathy for erring humanity which had turned its mind away 
from God. According to him the real bondage consists in the pre- 
ference man gives to things other than God. When one can feel God 
as all-in-all, every bond is loosened. 

In the fifth centum he feelarthat God’s grace alone can save man. 
He again describes himself as the wife of God, constantly longing 
for His embrace. In his grief and lamentation and his anxiety to 
meet God, he was overcome by a swoon which, like the night, 
dimmed all his senses. At the end of this state he saw the orna- 

^ tairi purufd-rtham itara^rtha^rucer ruvrUyd 

sdndra-spfhah samaya-desa^vidUragam ca 
ipsuh sued tad-an-avdpti-bhuva dvitlye 
strt^bhdvcmdm samadhigatnya munir mumoha, 

Drami^opanifat-tdtparya. MS. 

* prftdh pararp hatir amufya tadd svabhdvdd 

etan^numo^vacana^^deha^kf'ta-kriydbhifi 
srak~e€tndana~pr€nnukha~sarva-xndha-svabhogyah 
soffisliffavdn idam uvdea munis tfilye. Ibid. 
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meats of God, but could not see Him directly, and was thus filled 
both with grief and happiness. As a relief from the pangs of separa- 
tion he found enjoyment in identifying himself in his mind with 
God and in imitating His ways, thinking that the world was created 
by him^. In a number of verses (seventy or eighty) he describes 
how he was attached to the image of the God Krsna at Kumbha- 
konam and how he suffered through God’s apathy towards him in 
not satisfying him, His lover, with embraces and other tokens of 
love, and how he became angry with His indifference to his amorous 
approaches and was ultimately appeased by God, who satisfied him 
with loving embraces and the like. Thus God, who was divine lord 
of the universe, felt sympathy and love for him and appeased his 
sorrows in the fashion of a human lover He describes his great 
bliss in receiving the embrace of God. Through this rapturous 
divine love and divine embrace he lost all mundane interest in life. 

In the ninth centum the sage, finding he could not look at the 
ordinary things of life, nor easily gain satisfaction in the divine 
presence of God in the whole world, fixed his mind on His trans- 
cendental form {aprdkrta-vapuh) and became full of wailing and 
lamentation as a means of direct access to it. A great part of this 
centum is devoted to laments due to his feeling of separation from 
God. He describes how through constant lamentation and brood- 
ing he received the vision of God, but was unhappy because he 
could not touch Him; and how^ later on God took human form in 
response to his prayers and made him forget his sufferings^. In 
many other verses he again describes the emotions of his distress 
at his separation and temporary union with God; how he sent 
messages to (^od through birds; how^ he felt miserable because He 
delayed to meet him ; how he expected to meet Him at appointed 
times, and how his future actions in Heaven should be repeated in 

^ sukam ca tarn pari-jrhtrsur ivdkhildnam 

sarga-di-kartur cmukdra-nistna saureh 
tasya pravrttir akhild racitd maye' ti 
tad-hhava-bhavita-mana munir aha sasthe. 

Drarnidopanisat-tdtparya, MS. 
* kopam mama pranaya-jani prasamayya krfna 

svd-dhlnatdm dtanute* ti sa-vismayah sah 
svyldm viruddha-jagad-akrtitam ca tena 
sandarsitdm anubabhuva munis trtJye. Ibid^ 

^ sahgam nivarttya mama samsrti-mandale mdm 

safpsthdpayan katham off* ty anucoditena 
dicaryya~loka~tanutdm api dariayitvd 
vismdritah kila sucam harind' ftame' sau. Ibid, 
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earth and how his behaviour to God was like that of the Gopis, full 
of ardent love and eagerness. In the concluding verses, however, 
he says that the real vision of God can come only to a deeply 
devoted mind and not to external eyes. 

Hooper gives some interesting translations from the Tiru- 
vruttam of Namm’-arvar, a few of which may be quoted here to 
illustrate the nature of his songs of love for God^: 

Long may she love, this girl with luring locks, 

Who loves the feet that heavenly ones adore, 

The feet of Kannan, dark as rainy clouds: 

Her red eyes all abrim with tears of grief, 

Like darting Kayal fish in a deep pool^. 

Hot in this village now doth blow the breeze 
Whose nature coolness is. Hath he, this once. 

The rain-cloud hued, his sceptre turned aside 
To steal the love-glow from my lady, lorn 
For tulasi, with wide eyes raining tears?® 

In separation from the lord the Ajtvar finds delight in looking 
at darkness, which resembles Krsna’s colour: 

Thou, fair as Kannan ’s heaven, when he's away 
What ages long it is ! He here, a span ! 

Whether friends stay for many days, or go, 

We grieve. Yet, be this spreading darkness blest 
In spite of many a cunning trick it has*. 

What will befall my girl with bracelets fair, 

With tearful eyes like gleaming Kayal big. 

Who wanders with a secret pain at heart 
For blooms of tulasi fresh from the Bird's Lord 
W'ho with that hill protected flocks in storm?*' 

The AjTvar then laments and pleads with swans and herons to 
take his message: 

The flying swans and herons I did beg. 

Cringing: “Forget not, ye, who first arrive. 

If ye behold my heart with Kannan there 
Oh, speak of me and ask it ‘Sir not yet 
Hast thou returned to her? And is it right?’" 

‘ Hymns of the Alvars, by J S. M. Hooper, pp. 61-88. 

* The maid who is represented as speaking here stands for Ajfvar’s disciple, 
and the lady in love is the mistress, and Kannan is Kr$na, the Lord. 

* This is also a speech from the 6riaid, and tulasi stands for Kf$na. 

* The time of separation is felt to be ton long, and the time of union is felt 
to be too short. 

* Lamentation of the mother for the girl, the Arvar. 
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The Arvar then laments that the clouds will not take his mes- 
sage. He speaks of the resemblance between the clouds and the 
Lord: 

Tell me, ye clouds, how have ye won the means 
That we are thus like Tirumal’s blest form? 

Bearing good water for protecting life. 

Ye range through all the sky. Such penance, sure, 

As makes your bodies ache, has won this grace ! 

The friend speaks of the callousness of the lord : 

E*en in this age-long time of so-called night 
When men must grope, he pities not that she 

Stands in her deep immitigable grief 

The jungle traversed by the fawn-eyed girl 
With fragile waist, whom sinful I brought forth 
After long praise of Kannan’s lotus feet.. . . 

The Arvar sees a likeness of his lord in the blue water-lily, and 
sees the lord’s form everywhere: 

All places, shining like great lotus pools 
On a blue mountain broad, to me are but 
The beauties of his eye — the lord of earth 
Girt by the roaring sea, heaven*s lord, the lord 
Of other good souls, black-hued lord — and mine! 

The Ajrvar speaks of the greatness of the lord: 

Sages with wisdom won by virtuous toil 
Assert “His colour, glorious beauty, name. 

His form — arc such and such.” But all their toil 
Has measured not the greatness of my lord : 

Their wisdom's light is but a wretched lamp. 

The foster-mother pities the mistress unable to endure the 
length of the night : 

This child of sinful me, with well-formed teeth. 

Round breasts and rosy mouth, keeps saying, “These 
Fair nights eternal are as my desire 
For tulasil”. . . 

Again the foster-mother pities the girl as too young for such 
ardent love : 

Breasts not yet full, and short her tresses soft; 

Skirt loose about the waist; with prattling tongue 
And innocent eyes 
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Again the lord replies to a friend’s criticism of his infatuation 
for his mistress: 

Those lilies red, which are the life of me — 

The eyes of her who’s like the heaven of him 

The mistress is unable to endure the darkness and is yet further 
vexed by the appearance of the moon: 

Oh, let the crescent moon which cleaves the dark 
Encompassing of night, cleave me as well ! 

Ah, does it issue forth in brightness now, 

That happy bloom may come to desolate me 
Who only long for flowers of tulasi? 

The mistress’s friend despairs at the sight of her languishing; 

... Ah ! as she sobs and lisps 
The cloud-hued’s names, I know not if she’ll live ' 

Or if her frame and spirit mild must pass ! 

Again in Kula-sekhara’s Tirumal-Tiru-moriy C. 5: 

Though red fire comes itself and makes fierce heat, 

The lotus red blooms not 
Save for the fierce-rayed one 
Who in the lofty heavens has his seat, 

Vitruvakodu’s Lord, Thou wilt not remove 

My woe, my heart melts not save at Thy boundless love. . . . 

With gathered waters all the streams ashine 
Must spread abroad and run 
And enter the deep sea 
And cannot stand outside. So refuge mine, 

Save in the shining bliss of entering Thee, is none, 
Vitruvakodu’s Lord, thick cloud-hued, virtuous oiie!^ 

Again from the same book*: 

No kinship with the world have I 

Which takes for true the life that is not true. 

“For thee alone my passion burns,” I cry, 

“Rangan, my Lord!” 

No kinship with this world have I — 

With throngs of maidens slim of waist: 

With joy and love I rise for one alone, and cry 
“jR^ngan, my Lord!” 


^ Hooper, op, cil, p. 48. 


‘ Ibid. p. 44. 
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Again in the Tiru-pdvai^ a well-known section of the NdUdyira- 
divya-prabandham, the poetess Andal conceives herself as a Gopi, 
requesting her friends to go with her to wake the sleeping Krsna, 
After the cows we to the jungle go 
And eat there — cowherds knowing nought are we, 

And yet how great the boon we have, that thou 
Wast born among us ! Thou who lackest nought, 

Govinda, kinship that we have with thee 
Here in this place can never cease ! — If through 
Our love we call thee baby names, in grace 
Do not be wrotli, for we — like children — we 
Know nought — O Lord, wilt thou not grant to us 
The drum we ask? Ah, Eiorcmbavay 

Again Periy-arvar conceives himself as Yasoda and describes 
the infant Krsna as lying in the dust and calling for the moon ! 

(1) He rolls round in the dust, so that the jewel on his brow keeps 
swinging, and his waist-bells tinkle ! Oh, look at my son Govinda *s play, 
big Moon, if thou hast eyes in thy face — and then, be gone! 

( 2 ) My little one, precious to me as nectar, my blessing, is calling 
thee, pointing, pointing, with his little hands! O big Moon, if thou 
wishest to play with this little black one, hide not thyself in the clouds, 
but come rejoicing 1=^ 

Again, I'iru-mahgaiy says: 

Or ever age creep on us, 'nd we need 
The staff’s support ; ere wc are double bent 
With eyes fix’d on the ground in front, and feet 
That totter, sitting down to rest, all spent; 

We would worship Vadari 
Home of him who mightily 
Suck’d his feigned mother’s breast 
'Ll 11 she died, ogress confest. 

Again Andal says : 

Daughter of Nandagopal, who is like 
A lusty elephant, who fieeth not. 

With shoulders strong: Nappinnai, thou with hair 
Diffusing fragrance, open thou the door! 

Come see how everywhere the cocks are crowing, 

And in the mdthavi bower the Kuyil sweet 
Repeats its song. — Thou with a ball in hand. 

Come, gaily open, with thy lotus hands 
And tinkling bangles fair, that we may sing 
Thy cousin’s name! Ah, Elorembavay! 

* Hooper, op. ciu p. 57. Ihid. p. 37. 



7® The Altars [ch. 

Thou who art strong to make them brave in fight, 

Going before the three and thirty gods, 

Awake from out thy sleep ! Thou who art just. 

Thou who art mighty, thou, O faultless one, 

Who burnest up thy foes, awake from sleep ! 

O Lady Nappinnai, with tender breasts 

Like unto little cups, with lips of red 

And slender waist, Lakshmi, awake from sleep! 

Proffer thy bridegroom fans and mirrors now, 

And let us bathe! Ah, Elorembavay !^ 

In describing the essential feature of the devotion of an An^ar 
like Namm’-arvar, called also Parahkusa or Sathakopa, Govinda- 
charyar, the author of The Divine Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints and 
The Holy Lives of the AzhvdrSy says that according to Namm’-arvar, 
when one is overcome by AAa/^/i-exultation and self-surrendering 
devotion to God he easily attains truth^. Namm^-ai^ar said that 
God’s grace is the only means of securing our salvation, and no 
effort is required on our part but to surrender ourselves to Him. 
In the following words Namm’-arvar says that God is constantly 
trying to woo us to love Him: 

Blissful Lord, heard I; anon my eyes in floods did run. 

Oh what is this? I asked. What marvel this? the Perfect one, 
Through friendly days and nights, elects with me to e'er remain, 
To union wooing me, His own to make; nor let me ‘Tone.** 

Namm’-an^ar again writes that God’s freedom is fettered by 
His mercy. Thus he says: “O mercy, thou hast deprived God of the 
freedom of His just will. Safe under the winds of mercy, no more 
can God Himself even of His will tear Himself away from me; for, 
if He can do so, I shall still exclaim, I am Victor, for He must pur- 
chase the freedom of His will by denying to Himself mercy.” 
Illustrating the position, he rffers to the case of a devout lady who 
clasped the feet of the Lord in Varadaraja’s shrine at Kahci and 
said: “God I have now clasped thy feet firmly; try if thou canst, 
spurn me and shake thyself off from me.” 

Namm’-arvar used the term Tuvalil or Ninru kumirume, a 
Tamil expression of love, which has been interpreted as signifying 
a continuous whirling emotion of love boring deeper and deeper, 
but never scattering and passing away. This circling and boring of 

^ Hooper, op. cit. p. 55. 

* Bhagavad-vishayam, Bk. 1, p. 571, as quoted in Govindacharyar's Divine 
Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints. 
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love in the heart is mute, silent and incapable of expression; like the 
cow, whose teats filled with milk tingle, cannot withal express by 
mouth her painful longing to reach her calf who is tethered away 
from her. Thus, true love of God is perpetual and ever growing ^ 
The difference between the love of Namm'-arvar and of Tiru- 
mangaiy-aivar is said to have been described by Yamuna, as re- 
ported in the Bhagavad-vishayanty as of two different kinds. Tiru- 
mangaiy-arvar’s love expresses the experience of a constant com- 
panionship with God in a state of delirious, rapturous reciprocation 
of ravishing love. He was immersed in the fathomless depth of love, 
and was in the greatest danger of becoming unconscious and falling 
into a stupor like one under the influence of a narcotic. Namm'- 
arvar, however, was in a state of urgent pursuit after God. He was 
thus overcome with a sense of loneliness and unconscious of his 
individual self. He was not utterly intoxicated. The energy flowing 
from a mind full and strong with the ardent expectation of meeting 
his bridegroom and beloved companion still sustained him and kept 
him alive 2. This state is described in Tiru-vdy-mori in the following 

manner. night she knows not sleep, 

In floods of tears her eyes do swim. 

Lotus-like eyes! She weeps and reels, 

Ah ! how without thee can 1 bear ; 

She pants and feels all earth for Him, 

This love of God is often described as having three stages: 
recollection, trance and rallying. The first means the reminiscence 
of all the past ravishment of soul vouchsafed by God. The second 
means fainting and desolation at such reminiscences and a con- 
sciousness of the present absence of such ravishing enjoyments. The 
third is a sudden lucidity whilst in the state of trance, which being 
of a delirious nature may often lead to death through the rapid 
introduction of death-coma^. 

The Ajrvars were not given to any philosophical speculation but 
only to ecstatic experiences of the emotion of love for God ; yet we 
sometimes find passages in Namm'-arvar's works wherein he re- 
veals his experience of the nature of soul. Thus he says: “It is not 
possible to give a description of that wonderful entity, the soul 

' Divine Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints, pp. 127-128. 

* Sec the Bhagavad-vishayam, Bk. vi, p. 2865 ; a}so Divine Wisdom, pp. 130, 

131. 

* Bhagavad-vishayam, Dk. vii, p. 3194; also Divine Wisdom, p. 151. 
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{atmd ) — the soul which is eternal, and is essentially characterized 
by intelligence {jMna)—xht soul which the Lord has condescended 
to exhibit to me as His mode, or I related to Him as the predicate is 
to the subject, or attribute is to substance (or consonants to the 
vowel A) — the soul, the nature of which is beyond the compre- 
hension of even the enlightened — the soul, which cannot be classed 
under any category as this or that — the soul whose apperception 
by the strenuous mental effort called yoga (psychic meditation) is 
even then not comparable to such perception or direct proof as 
arises from the senses conveying knowledge of the external world — 
the soul (as revealed to me by my Lord) transcending all other 
categories of things, which could be grouped as ‘ body * or as ‘ the 
senses,’ or as ‘the vital spirit* (prana), or as ‘the mind’ (manas), or 
as ‘the will* (buddhi), being destitute of the modifications and 
corruptions to which all these are subject; — the soul, which is very 
subtle and distinct from any of these; — neither coming under the 
description ‘good,’ nor ‘bad.’ The soul is, briefly, an entity which 
does not fall under the cognizance of sense-knowledge 

Soul is here described as a pure subtle essence unassociated 
with impurities of any kind and not knowable in the manner in which 
all ordinary things are known. Such philosophical descriptions 
or discussions concerning the nature of reality, or an investigation 
into the logical or epistemological position of the religion preached 
by them, are not within the scope and province of the Arvars. They 
sang songs in an inspired manner and often believed that they 
themselves had no hand in their composition, but that it was God 
who spoke through them. These songs were often sung to the 
accompaniment of cymbals, and the intoxicating melody of the 
music was peculiar to the Arvars and entirely different from the 
traditional music then current in South India. A study of the 
works of the Ajrv^ars, which were collected together by the disciples 
of Ramanuja at his special request, and from which Ramanu ja him- 
self drew much inspiration and food for his system of thought, 
reveals an intimate knowledge of the Puranic legends of Krsna, as 
found in the Visnu-purdna and the Bhdgavata‘‘^. There is at least 
one passage, already referred to, which may well be interpreted as 

‘ Divine Wisdom, p. 169; also Tiru-vdy-mori, vill. 5-8. 

* Sir R. G. Bhandarkar notes that the Ajrvar Kula-sekhara, in his work 
Mukunda-mala, quotes a passage* fron? the Bhdgavata-purdr^ (xi. 2. 36) {The 
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alluding to Radha (Nappinnai)^ who is described as the consort of 
Krsna. The Anrars refer to the legends of Krs^’s early life in 
Brindavan and many of them play the role, either of Yo^oda, the 
friends of Krsna, or of the Gopis. The spiritual love which finds 
expression in their songs is sometimes an earnest appeal of direct 
longing for union with Krsna, or an expression of the pangs of 
separation, or a feeling of satisfaction, and enjoyment from union 
with Krsna in a direct manner or sometimes through an emotional 
identification with the legendary personages associated with Krsna’s 
life. Even in the Bhdgavata-purdna (xi, xii) we hear of devotional 
intoxication through intense emotion, but we do not hear of any 
devotees identifying themselves with the legendary personages 
associated with the life of Krsna and expressing their sentiment of 
love as proceeding out of such imaginary identification. We hear of 
the Gopi’s love for Krsna, but we do not hear of any person 
identifying himself with GopI and expressing his sorrow of separa- 
tion. In the Vimu-purdna, Bhdgavata-purdna and the Harivamia^ 
the legendary love tales are only episodes in the life of Krsna. But 
they do not make their devotees who identified themselves with the 
legendary lovers of Krsna realize their devotion through such an 
imaginary identification. All that is therein expressed is that the 
legendary life of Krsna would intensify the devotion of those who 
were already attached to Him. But the idea that the legend of 
Krsna should have so much influence on the devotees as to infuse 
them with the characteristic spirits of the legendary personages in 
such a manner as to transform their lives after their pattern is 
probably a new thing in the history of devotional development in 
any religion. It is also probably absent in the cults of other de- 
votional faiths of India. With the Arvars we notice for the first time 
the coming into prominence of an idea which achieved its culmina- 
tion in the lives and literature of the devotees of the Gaudiya school 
of Bengal, and particularly in the life of Caitanya, which w^ill be 
dealt with in the fourth volume of the present work. The trans- 

Vaifnat'istrtt ^aivism and Minor Religious Systems^ p. 70). This has been challenged 
by S. K. Aiyangar, in his Early History of Vaifnavism in South India, who says 
that this passage is absent from all the three editions (a Kannada* a Grantha, and 
a Dcvanagarl Edition) which were accessible to him (p. 28). It is further sug- 
gested there that the allusion in the passage is doubtful, because it generally 
occurs at the end of most South Indian books by way of an apology for the faults 
committed at the time of the recitation of holy verses or the performance of 
religious observances. 
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fusion of the spirits of the legendary personages in the life-history 
of Krsna naturally involved the transfusion of their special emo- 
tional attitudes towards Krsna into the devotees, who were thus led 
to imagine themselves as being one with those legendary person- 
alities and to pass through the emotional history of those persons as 
conceived through imagination. It is for this reason that we hnd 
that, when this spirit was emphasized in the Gaudlya school and 
the analysis of erotic emotions made by the rhetorical school of 
thinkers from the tenth to the fourteenth century received recogni- 
tion, the Gaudiya Vaisnavas accepted the emotional analysis of 
the advancing stages of love and regarded them as indicating the 
stages in the development of the sentiment of devotion. As is well 
illustrated in Rupa Gosvami’s Ujjvala-nila-mani^ the transition 
from ordinary devotion to deep amorous sentiment, as represented 
in the legendary lives of Gopis and Rad ha, was secured by sympa- 
thetic imitation akin to the sympathetic interest displayed in the 
appreciation of dramatic actions. The thinkers of the rhetorical 
school declare that a spectator of a dramatic action has his emotions 
aroused in such a manner that in their excess the individual limita- 
tions of time and space and the history of individual experiences 
which constitute his ordinary personality vanish for the time being. 
The disappearance of the ordinary individual personality and the 
overflow of emotion in one direction identify the person in an 
imaginary manner not.only with the actors who display the emotion 
of the stage, but also with the actual personalities of those dramatic 
figures whose emotions are represented or imitated on the stage. 
A devotee, may, by over-brooding, rouse himself through auto- 
intoxication to such an emotional stage that upon the slightest sug- 
gestion he may transport himself to the imaginary sphere of a Gopi 
or Radha, and may continuc^o feel all the earnest affections that 
the most excited and passionate lover may ever feel. 

It seems fairly certain that the Ajrvars were the earliest devotees 
who moved forward in the direction of such emotional transforma- 
tion. Thus King Kula-sekhara, who was an Arvar and devotee of 
Rama, used to listen rapturously to the Rdmdyana being recited to 
him. As he listened he became so excited that, when he heard of 
Rama*s venturing forth against Ravana, his demon opponent, he 
used to give orders to mobilize' his whole army to march forward 
towards Lanka as an ally of Rama. 



xvii] The Philosophy of the Arvdrs 83 

The devotional songs of the Arvars show an intense familiarity 
with the various parts of the legendary life of Krsna. The emotions 
that stirred them were primarily of the types of parental affection (as 
of a mother to her son), of friends and companions, servants to their 
masters, sons to their father and creator, as also that of a female 
lover to her beloved. In the case of some Aiyars, as that of Namm*- 
arvar and Tiru-mangaiy-ai^ar, the last-mentioned type assumes 
an overwhelming importance. In the spiritual experiences of these 
Ansars we find a passionate yearning after God, the Lord and 
Lover; and in the expressions of their love we may trace most of the 
pathological symptoms of amorous longings w^hich have been so 
intensely emphasized in the writings of the Vaisnavas of the 
Gaudiya school. In the case of the latter, the human analogy in- 
volving description of the bodily charms of the female lover, is often 
carried too far. In the case of the Arvars, however, the emphasis is 
mostly on the transcendant beauty and charm of God, and on the 
ardent longings of the devotee who plays the part of a female lover, 
for Krsna, the God. The ardent longing is sometimes expressed in 
terms of the pitiable pathological symptoms due to love-sickness, 
sometimes by sending messengers, spending the whole night in 
expectation of the Lord, and sometimes in the expressions of 
ravishing joy felt by the seemingly actual embrace of the Lord. We 
hear also of the reciprocation of love on the part of the Lord, who is 
described as being infatuated with the beauty and charms of the 
beloved, the An^ar. In the course of these expressions, the per- 
sonages in the legendary account of Krsna’s life are freely intro- 
duced, and references are made to the glorious episodes of His life, 
as showing points that heighten the love of the lady-lover, the 
Arvar. The rapturous passions are like a whirlpool that eddies 
through the very eternity of the individual soul, and expresses itself 
sometimes in the pangs of separation and sometimes in the exhilara- 
tion of union. The Arvar, in his ecstatic delight, visualizes God 
everywhere, and in the very profundity of his attainment pines for 
more. He also experiences states of supreme intoxication, when he 
becomes semi-conscious, or unconscious with occasional breaks 
into the consciousness of a yearning. But, though yearning after 
God is often delineated on the analogy of sex-love, this analogy 
is seldom carried to excess by studied attempts at following all the 
pathological symptoms of erotic love. It therefore represents a very 
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chaste form of the expressions of divine love in terms of human 
love. The Arvars were probably the pioneers in showing how love 
for God may be on terms of tender equality, softening down to the 
rapturous emotion of conjugal love. The Saivism of South India 
flourished more or less at the same time. The hymns of the Saivas 
are full of deep and noble sentiments of devotion which can hardly be 
excelled in any literature; but their main emphasis is on the majesty 
and the greatness of God and the feeling of submission, self- 
abnegation and self-surrender to God. The spirit of self-surrender 
and a feeling of clinging to God as one’s all is equally dominant 
among the Arvars; but among them it melts down into the sweet- 
ness of passionate love. The Saiva hymns are indeed pregnant with 
the divine fire of devotion, but more in the spirit of submissive 
service. Thus, Manikka-vachakar, in his Ttru-vdcha kam, speaking 
of Siva, says^: 

And am I not Thy slave} and did’st Thou not make me Thine own, 
I pray.^ 

All those Thy servants have approached Thy Foot ; this body tull of sin 
I may not quit, and see Thy face — I'hou Lord of (^iva-w'orld ! — I fear, 
And see not how to gain the sight! 

k\l false am l\ false is my heart; and false my love; yet, if he weep. 
May not Thy sinful servant Thee, Thou SouFs Ambrosial sweetness, 
gain? 

Lord of all honied gladness pure, in grace unto Thy servant teach 
The way that he may come to Thee ! 


There was no Jove in me towards Thy Foot, 

O Half of Her with beauteous fragrant locks ! 

By magic power that stones to mellow fruit 
converts, Thou mad’st me lover of Thy Feet. 

Our Lord, Thy tender love no limit knows. 

Whatever sways me now, whatever my deed. 

Thou can’st even yet Thy Foot again to me 
display and save, O Spotless Heavenly One! 

The devotee also felt the sweetness of God’s love and the fact 
that it is through Divine Grace that one can be attracted towards 
Him and can love Him: 


' Pope’s translation uf the Tiru vdeha^kam, p. 77. 
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Honey from any flower sip not, though small 
as tiniest grain of millet seed ! 

Whene’er we think of Him, whene’er we see, 
whene’er of Him our lips converse, 

Then sweetest rapture’s honey ever flows, 
till all our frame in bliss dissolves ! 

To Him alone, the mystic Dancer, go; 

and breathe His praise^ thou humming-beef 

Apiars and Sri-vaisnavas on certain points of 
controversy in religious dogmas. 

The Ajragiyas Nathamuni, Yamuna, Ramanuja and their ad- 
herents largely followed the inspirational teachings of the Aivars, 
yet there were some differences of opinion among them regarding 
some of the cardinal points of religious faith. These have been 
collected in separate treatises, of which two may be regarded as 
most important. One of them is called Astddasa-rahasydrtha^ 
vivarana, by Ramanuja himself, and the other is called AstadaSa- 
bheda-nirnaya^. Vehkatanatha and others also wrote important 
treatises on the subject. Some of these points of difference may be 
enumerated below. 

The first point is regarding the grace of God [svdmi-krpd). It is 
suggested by the Ajrvars that the grace of God is spontaneous and 
does not depend on any effort or merit on the part of the devotee. 
If God had to depend on anything else for the exercise of His 
divine prerogative grace, it would be limited to that extent. Others, 
however, say that God’s grace depends on the virtuous actions of 
the devotees. If that were not so, all people would in time be 
emancipated, and there w'ould be no need of any effort on their part. 
If it was supposed that God in His own spontaneity extended His 
grace to some in preference to others, He would have to be regarded 
as partial. It is therefore to be admitted that, though God is free in 
extending His mercy, yet in practice He extends it only as a reward 
to the virtuous or meritorious actions of the devotee. God, though 
all-merciful and free to extend His mercy to all without effort on 
their part, docs not actually do so except on the occasion of the 
meritorious actions of His devotees. The extension of God's mercy 
is thus both without cause (nirhetuka) and with cause (sahetuka)^, 

’ Both these are MSS. 

' krptS’Sva-rapato nir-hftukahf rakfatia-samaye cetand-krta-sukrtena sa-hetuko 
bhatvd rakfati, (Aftadasa-bheda-nirnaya, MS. p. 2.) 
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Here the latter view is that of Ramanuja and his followers. It must, 
however, be pointed out in this connection that the so-called dif- 
ferences between the Arvars and the Ramanujists on the cardinal 
points of religious faith are a discovery of later research, when the 
writings of the Arvars had developed a huge commentary literature 
and Ramanuja*s own writings had inspired many scholars to make 
commentaries on his works or to write independent treatises 
elucidating his doctrines. The later scholars who compared the 
results of the Arvar and the Ramanuja literatures came to the con- 
clusion that there are some differences of view between the two 
regarding the cardinal faith of religion. This marks a sharp anti- 
thesis between the Arvaric Tengalai school and the Vadagalai 
school, of which latter Venkata was the leader. These differences are 
briefly narrated in the Astadasa-bheda-nirnaya, The cardinal faith 
of religion according to Ramanuja has been narrated in the 
Asfddasa-rahasydrtha-vivarana. The main principle of religious 
approach to God is self-surrender or prapatti. Prapatti is defined 
as a state of prayerfulness of mind to God, associated with the deep 
conviction that He alone is the saviour, and that there is no way of 
attaining His grace except by such self-surrender^. The devotee is 
extremely loyal to Narayana and prays to Him and no one else, and 
all his prayers are actuated by deep affection and no other motive. 
The virtue of prapatti involves within it universal charity, sym- 
pathy and friendliness even to the most determined enemy Such 
a devotee feels that the Lord {svdmi), being the very nature of his 
own self, is to be depended on under all circumstances. This is 
called the state of supreme resignation {nirbharatva) in all one's 
affairs®. The feeling of the devotee that none of the assigned 
scriptural duties can be helpful to him in attaining the highest goal 


‘ an-anya~sddhye svdbhiste maha-viivdsa-pQrvakam 

tad-eko' pdyatd ydend prapattih sarand-gatih. 

Astddaia-rahasydrtha-vivarana^ p. 3. 

RSmSnuja, in his Gadya-trayam, says that such a state of prayerfulness of 
mind is also associated with contessions of one’s sins and shortcomings and 
derelictions, and with a feeling that the devotee is a helpless servant of God 
extremely anxious to get himself saved by the grace of the Saviour. See the 
Gadya-trayaniy ^arand-gati-gadyamy pp. 52-54. 

* This is technically known as Prapatti^naifthikam (Aftadasa-rahasydrtha- 
vivara^, pp. 3-7). Cf. the parables of the pigeon and the monkey in the above 
section. 

* The interpretation is forced out of the conception of the word “svimin,** 
which etymologically involves the w'ixd '\svam** meaning “one's own.'* 
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is technically called updya^iunyatd^^ i.e. the realization of the use- 
lessness of all other means. The devotee always smiles at all the 
calamities that may befall him. Considering himself to be a servant 
of God, he cheerfully bears all the miseries that may be inflicted 
on him by God’s own people. This is technically called “/>ara- 
tantrya^ or supreme subordination. The devotee conceives his soul 
as a spiritual essence which has no independence by itself afid is in 
every respect dependent on God and exists for God ^ The Vaisnavas 
are often called ekdntins^ and have sometimes been wrongly con- 
sidered as monotheists; but the quality of ekdntitva is the definite 
characteristic of self-surrender and clinging to God in an unshaken 
manner — the fullest trustfulness in Him under all adverse circum- 
stances. The devotee’s mind is always exhilarated with the divine 
presence of the Lord who animates all his senses — his inclinations, 
emotions and experiences. The fullness with which he realizes God 
in all his own activities and thoughts, and in everything else in the 
universe, naturally transports him to a sphere of being in which all 
mundane passions — antipathy, greed, jealousy, hatred — become 
impossible. With the divine presence of God he becomes infused 
with the spirit of friendship and charity towards all beings on earth*. 
The devotee has to take proper initiation from the preceptor, to 
whom he must confess all that is in his mind, and by abnegating all 
that is in him to his preceptor, he finds an easy way to conceive 
himself as the servant of Visnu®. He must also have a philosophical 
conception of the entirely dependent relation of the human soul 
and all the universe to God^. Such a conception naturally involves 
realization of the presence of God in all our sense activities, which 

‘ jndna-mayo hi dtrnd iefQ hi paramd-tmanah iti jhanS^nandamayo jhdnd~ 
nanda-gunakah san sva-rupam bhagavad-adklnam sa tad^artham eva tifthan* ti 
jtidtvd* vatiffhate iti yad etat tad-a^prdkrtatvam, 

Aftddaia-rahcuydrtha-vivaranamy p. ii. 

• This viirue is technically called nitya-rangitva. 

• The five samskdras that a parnmaikdntin must pass through are as follows : 

tdpah paundras tathd ndma mantrn ydgai ca pancamah 
ami te pahea samskdrdh paramaikdnti-hetavah. Ibid. p. 15. 

• This is technically called sambandha-jndnitvam. The conception that every- 
thing exists for God is technically called sefa^bhiitatvam. Ibid. p. 18. 

This naturally implies that the devotee must work and feel himself a servant 
of God and of His chosen men. The service to humanity and to God then 
naturally follow from the philosophical conception of tha dependence of the 
human souls, and of the universe, on God as a part of Him and to be controlled 
by Him in every way. This is again technically called iesa-vrtti-paratva. Ibid, 
pp. ig-ao. 
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presence in its fullness must easily lead to the complete control of 
all our senses. Through the realization of God’s presence in them, 
the devotees play the part of moral heroes, far above the influences 
of the temptation of the senses^. The normal religious duties, as 
prescribed in the Vedas and the smrtis^ are only for the lower order of 
the people; those who are given entirely to God with the right 
spirit of devotion need not follow the ordinary code of duties which 
is generally binding for all. Such a person is released by the spon- 
taneous grace of God, and without performing any of the scriptural 
duties enjoys the fruits of all^. He is always conscious of his own 
faults, but takes no notice of the faults of others, to which he 
behaves almost as a blind man; he is always infused with the 
consciousness that all his actions are under the complete sway 
of the Lord. He has no enjoyment for himself, for he always 
feels that it is the Lord who would enjoy Himself through all his 
senses ^ 

In the Astadasa-bheda-nirnaya it is said that according to the 
Arvars, since emancipation means the discovery of a lost soul to 
God or the unlimited servitude of God, emancipation is for the 
interest of God and not of the devotee. The service of the servant 
is for the servitude of God alone. It has therefore no personal 
interest for the devotee^. According to the Aragiyas, however, 
emancipation, though primarily for the interest of the Lord, is also 

' This is technically called the nitya-suralva, 

^ jndna-niftho virakto vd mad-bhakto hy a-napekfakah 

sa lingdn dsramdn tyaktvd cared a^vidhi-gocarah 

ity evam isana-traya-vinirmuktas san bhagavan-nir-hetuka-kafakfa eva 
mokfo-pdyah iti tisthati khalu so*dhikdrl sakala-dharmdndm avasyo bhavati. 
Aftddasa-rahasydrtha-vivarana, p. 23 

This spirit of following God, leavjpg all other scriptural duties, is technically 
called a-vtdhi-gocaratva. In another section of this work Ramanuja describes 
mokfa or salvation as the conviction that the nature of God transcends, in bliss, 
power and knowledge, all other conceivable things of this or any other universe. 
A desire to cling to God as a true means of salvation is technically called mumuk- 
futva. The doctrine of a-vidhi-gocaratva herein descritied seems to be in conflict 
with Ramanuja's view on the subject explained in the bhdsya as interpreted by 
his many followers. This may indicate that his views underwent some change, and 
these are probably his earlier views when he was under the influence of the Arvars. 

* This is technically called pard-kdsatva {Ibid pp. 23-24). The attitude of 
worshipping the image as the visible manifestation of God is technically called 
updya-svarupa-jndna. The cessation of attachment to all mundane things and the 
flowing superabundance of love towards God, and the feeling that God is the 
supreme abode of life, is technically called dtmd-rdmatva. 

* phalam mokfa-rupanif tad bhagavajta eva na svdrtham yathd pranasta^drfta^ 
dravyadabho dravyavata eva na dravyasya; tathd mokfa-phalam ca svdmina eva 
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at the same time for the interest of the devotee, because of the in- 
tense delight he enjoys by being a servant of God. The illustration 
of lost objects discovered by the master does not hold good, because 
human beings are conscious entities who suffer immeasurable sor- 
row which is removed by realizing themselves as servants of God. 
Though the devotee abnegates all the fruits of his actions in a self- 
surrender, yet he enjoys his position in the servitude of God and 
also the bliss of the realization of Brahman. Thus, those who take 
the path of knowledge (updsaka) attain Brahma knowledge and the 
servitude of God, and those who take the path of self-surrender 
(prapatti) also attain Brahma knowledge and the servitude of God. 
In the state of salvation (mukti) there is no difference of realization 
corresponding to the variation of paths which the seekers after God 
may take^. Again, in the Ajrvar school of thought, besides the four 
ways of scriptural duties, philosophic wisdom, devotion to God and 
devotion to teachers, there was a fifth way, viz. that of intense self- 
surrender to God, i.e. prapatti. But the Aragiyas thought that apart 
from prapatti there was only one other way of approaching God, 
namely devotion, bhakti-yoga. Ramanuja and his followers main- 
tain that karma-yoga and jndna~yoga only help to purify the mind, 
as a preparation for bhakti-yoga. The devotion to the preceptor is 
regarded only as a form of prapatti ; so there are only two ways of 
approach to God, viz. bhakti-yoga and prapatti^. 

Further, Srt occupies an important position in Srl-vaisnavism. 
But as there are only three categories in the Sri-vaisnava system, 
a question may naturally arise regarding the position of *$rf in 
the threefold categories of cit, acit and paramesvara. On this point 
the view of the older school, as described in Ramya-jamatr muni’s 
Tattva-dlpay is that *$ri is to be identified with human souls and is 
therefore to be regarded as atomic in nature®. Others, however, 
think that Sri is as all-pervasive as Visnu. Filial affection (vdtsalya) 

na muktasya; yad vd phalam kaitikaryam tat pard-rtham eva na svd-rtham; 
para-tantra-dasd-krtafn kainharyam sva-tantra-svdmyartham eva. Aftddaia- 
hheda-nirtwya^ p. 2. 

* Ibid. p. 3. 

* atah prapatti-vyatirikto bhaktuyoga eka eve* ti. Ibid. p. 4. 

* Ibid. In the next section it is urged that, according to some, NOrdyaifa 
and not is the only agent who removes our sins, but others hold that sins may 
be removed also by Sri in a remote manner, or, because Sri is identical with 
Ndrdyana ; as the fragrance is with the flower, she has also a hand in removing the 
sins. Ibid. p. 5. 

lakpnyd updyatvam bhagavata iva sdksdt abhyupagantavyam. Ibid. 
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for God is interpreted by the older schools as involving an attitude 
in which the faults of the beloved devotee are points of endearment 
to Him^. In the later view, however, filial affection is supposed to 
involve an indifference or a positive blindness towards the faults of 
the devotee. God’s mercy is interpreted by the older school as 
meaning God’s affliction or suffering in noticing that of others. 
Later schools, however, interpret it as an active sympathy on His 
part, as manifested in His desire to remove the sufferings of others 
on account of His inability to bear such miseries ’^. 

Prapatti, otherwise called nydsa, is defined by the older school 
as a mere passivity on the part of the Lord in accepting those who 
seek Him or as a mental state on the part of the seeker in which he 
is conscious of himself only as a spirit; but such a consciousness is 
unassociated with any other complex feeling, of egoism and the like, 
which invests one with so-called individuality. It may also mean 
the mental state in which the seeker conceives himself as a subsidiary 
accessory to God as his ultimate end, to Whom he must cling 
unburdened by any idea of scriptural duties®; or he may concen- 
trate himself absolutely on the supreme interest and delight that he 
feels in the iciea that God is the sole end of his being. Such a person 
naturally cannot be entitled without self-contradiction to any 
scriptural duty. Just as a guilty wife may return to her husband, 
and may passively lie in a state of surrender to him and resign her- 
self, so the seeker may be conscious of his own true position with 
reference to God leading to a passive state of surrender^. Others 
think that it involves five elements: (i) that God is the only saviour; 

^ yatha kamukah kdminyd mdlinyam hhogyatayd stlkaroti tathd hhagavdn 
dirita-do}am svlkaroti itare tu vdtsalycmt ndma dofddarsitvam. Aftadaia-bheda- 
frirnaya, p. 6. 

It is further suggested that, if a devote takes the path of prapatti, he has not 
to suffer for his faults as much as others vrould have to suffer. 

• The first alternative is defined as para-duhkha-duhkhitvam dayd. The 
second alternative is svartha-nirapekfa-para-duhkha-sahifnutd dayd; sa ca tan 
nirdkarat}ecchd. In the first alternative dayd is a painful emotion; in. the second 
it is a state of desire, stirred up by a feeling of repugnance, which is midway be- 
tween feeling and volition. Ibid. p. 6. 

• prapattir ndma a-nivdraipi-mdtram a-dd-vydvrtti-mdtrani vd a-vidheyatfi 
iefatva^Jiidna-mdtram vd para-sefatai-ka^rati-rQpa-pariiuddha-^ydthdtmya-jndna- 
mdtraffi vd. Ibid. p. 6. 

According to some, any of these conditions would define prapatti “ ato'prati^ 
^edhddy^anyatamai* va iti kecit kathayanti." .Ibid. 

• atyanta~para-tantrasya virodhatvena anufthdnd-nupapattefi, pratyuta 
anuffatur dnarthakyamuktam Srivacan^-hhU^aiyi, dram anya-parayd bhdryayd 
kaddeid hhartr-sakdiam dgatayd mdm angikuru iti vdkyavat cetana~kfta~prapattir 
id. Ibid. p. 6. 
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(ii) that He is the only end to be attained; (iii) that He alone is the 
supreme object of our desires; (iv) that we absolutely surrender and 
resign ourselves to Him^; and (v) supreme prayerfulness — all 
associated with absolute trustfulness in Him. 

There are some who define the prapanna^ or seeker of God, as 
one who has read the An^ar literature of prabandhas {adhlta- 
prabandhah prapannah). Others, however, think that the mere study 
of the prabandhas cannot invest a man with the qualities of prapatti. 
They think that he alone is entitled to the path of prapatti who can- 
not afford to adopt the dilatory courses of karma-yoga^ jndna-yoga 
and bhakti-yoga^ and therefore does not think much of these 
courses. Again, the older school thinks that the person who adopts 
the path of prapatti should give up all scriptural duties and duties 
assigned to the different stages of life (dsrama) ; for it is well evi- 
denced in the Gita text that one should give up all one’s religious 
duties and surrender oneself to God. Others, again, think that the 
scriptural duties are to be performed even by those who have taken 
the path of prapatti. Further, the older school thinks that the path 
of knowledge is naturally against the path of prapatti \ ior prapatti 
implies the negation of all knowledge, excepting one’s self-sur- 
rendering association with God. The paths of duties and of know- 
ledge assume an egoism which contradicts prapatti. Others, how- 
ever, think that even active self-surrender to God implies an ele- 
ment of egoism, and it is therefore wrong to suppose that the paths 
of duties and of knowledge are reconcilable with prapatti on ac- 
count of its association with an element of egoism. The so-called 
egoism is but a reference to our own nature as self, and not to 
cdiafikara^ an evolute*. Again, some think that even a man who has 

^ In the second alternative it is defined as follows : 

an^anya-sOdhye svd-hhlste mahd-visvdsa-pQrvakam 
tad-eko* -pOyatS ydcrUt prapattii iarand-gatih. 

These are the five angas of prapatti, otherwise called nikfepa, tydga, nydsa or 
iara:ifd~gati {A^tddaia-bheda-nirnaya, pp. 6, 7). The difference between the first 
and second alternative is that, according to the former, prapatti is a state of mind 
limited to the consciousness of its true nature in relation to God ; on the part of 
God also it indicates merely a passive toleration of the seekers Rocking unto Him 
{a-nivdrarui-mdtram). In the second alternative, however, prapatti is defined as 
positive self-surrendering activity on the part of the seekers and unconditional 
protection to them all on the part of God. It is, therefore, that on the first 
alternative the consciousness of one's own true nature is defined in three ways, 
any one of which would be regarded on that alternative as a sufficient definition 
of prapatti. The first one is merely in the cognitive state, while the second involves 
an additional element of voluntary effort. 

* Ibid. pp. 8, 9. 
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adopted the path of prapatti may perform the current scriptural 
duties only with a view to not lending any support to a reference 
to their cases as pretexts for neglect of normal duties by the un- 
enlightened and the ignorant, i.e. those that have adopted the path 
of prapatti should also perform their duties for the purpose of 
loka-sarngraha. Others, however, think that the scriptural duties, 
being the commandments of God, should be performed for the 
satisfaction of God (bhagavat-prity-artham)^ even by those who 
have taken the path of prapatti. Otherwise they would have to 
suffer punishment for that. 

The accessories of prapatti are counted as follows: (i) A positive 
mental attitude to keep oneself always in consonance with the 
Lord’s will (dnukulyasya samkalpah); (ii) a negative mental attitude 
(prdtikulyasya varjanafn), as opposing anything that may be con- 
ceived as against His will; (iii) a supreme trustfulness that the Lord 
will protect the devotee {raksisyatiti visvdsah)\ (iv) prayer to Him 
as a protector {goptrtva-varanam)\ (v) complete self-surrender 
(atma-niksepah) ; (vi) a sense of complete poverty and helplessness 
{kdrpanyam). The older school thinks that the man who adopts the 
path of prapatti has no desires to fulfil, and thus he may adopt any 
of these accessories which may be possible for him according to the 
conditions and inclinations of his mind. Others, however, think 
that even those who follow the path of prapatti are not absolutely 
free from any desire, since they wish to feel themselves the eternal 
servants of God. Though they do not crave for the fulfilment of any 
other kind of need, it is obligatory upon them to perform all the six 
accessories of prapatti described above. 

The older school thinks that God is the only cause of emancipa- 
tion and that the adoption of the path of prapatti is not so; the later 
school, however, thinks that prapatti is also recognized as the cause 
of salvation in a secondary manner, since it is only through prapatti 
that God extends His grace to His devotees ^ Again, the older 
schools think that there is no necessity for expiation (prdyascitta) 
for those who adopt the path of prapatti; for with them God’s grace 
is sufficient to remove all sins. The later schools, however, think 
that, if the follower of the path of prapatti is physically fit to per- 
form the courses of expiation, then it is obligatory on him. Accord- 
ing to the older school a man posseting the eight kinds of devo- 

^ Aftedaia-hhedq-nirifayat p. lo. 
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tion (bhakti), even if he be a ndeccha, is preferred to a Brahman and 
may be revered as such. According to the later schools, however, 
a devotee of a lower caste may be shown proper respect, but he 
cannot be revered as a Brahman. Again, on the subject of the 
possibility of pervasion of the atomic individual souls by God, the 
older schools are of opinion that God by His infinite power may 
enter into the atomic individuals; the later schools, however, think 
that such a pervasion must be of an external nature, i.e. from out* 
side. It is not possible for God to penetrate into individual souls 
As regards Kaivalya the older schools say that it means only self- 
app>erception. He who attains this state attains the highest stage of 
eternity or immortality. The later school, however, thinks that he 
who has merely this self-apperception cannot attain immortality 
through that means only.; for this self-apperception may not neces- 
sarily mean a true revelation of his nature with reference to God. 
He can realize that only as he passes through higher spheres and 
ultimately reaches Vaikuntha — the abode of God, where he is 
accepted as the servant of the Lord. It is such a state that can be 
regarded as eternar**. 

^ Aftadasa-bheda-nirmya^ p. 12. The view is supported by a reference to 
Varadacdrya’s Adhikarana-cintamani. 

* The eighteen points of dispute as herein explained have been collected in 
the A^tddasa’-bheda-nirmyat according to the ancients in a verse quoted from 
them as follows : 

bhedah svdmi~krpd-phald»nya^gati}u irf-vydpty-updyatvayos 
tad-vdtsalya^dayd^nirukti^vacasomydse ca tat kartari 
dharma-tydga-virodhayos sva-vUute nydsd-nga-hetutvayoh 
prdyaicitta-vidhau tadlya-bhajane' nuvydpti^kaivalyayoh. Ibid. p. 1. 



CHAPTER XVIII 


AN HISTORICAL AND LITERARY SURVEY OF 

THE VISISTA-DVAITA SCHOOL OF THOUGHT 

The A^agiyas from Nathamuni to Rftmanuja. 

A. GovindAcharyar has written a book, The Holy Lives of the 
Azhvdrs, based upon a number of old works The writings of 
the Aj^ars may be sub-divided generally into three rahasyas (or 
mystical accounts) called Tiru-mantra-churukku, Dvaya-churukku^ 
Carama-sloka-churukku. These three rahasyas have also been 
dealt with in later times by very prominent persons, such as 
Vehkatanatha, Raghavacarya and others. Some account of these, 
in the manner of these later writers, will be briefly given in the 
proper place, since the scope of this work does not permit us to go 
into the details of the lives of the Ajrvars. The hagiologists make 
a distinction between the Arvars and the Aragiyas in this, that, 
while the former were only inspired men, the latter had their in- 
spirations modified by learning and scholarship. The list of 
Aragiyas begins with Nathamuni. There is some difficulty in fixing 
his age. The Guru-parampard^ the Divya-suri-carita and the Pra- 
panndmrta, are of opinion that he was in direct contact with 
Namm’-arvar, otherwise called'Sathakopa, or Karimaran, or rather 
with his disciple Madhura-kaviy-arvar. Thus, the Prapanndmrta 
says that Nathamuni was born in the village called Viranarayana, 
near the Cola country. His father’s name was Isvara Bhatta, and 
his son was Isvaramuni^. He went on a long pilgrimage, in the 
course of which he visited theT northern countries, including 
Mathura, Vrndavana and Haridvara, and also Bengal and Purl. 
After returning to his own place he found that some of the 

^ (i) Divya^suri-carita (an earlier work than the Prapanndmrta, which often 
alludes to it) by Garuda-vShana Pandita, contemporary and disciple of Rama- 
nuja; (2) Prapanndmrta, by Ananta-suri, disciple of Saila-rangesa guru; (3) 
Prabandha-sdra, by Vehkatanatha; (4) Upadeia-ratna-malai by Ramyajamatr- 
maha-muni, otherwise called Varavara-muni or Periya-jlyar or Manavala Ma- 
muni; (5) Guru-parampara-prabhavam by Pinb’-aragiya Peru-mal Jiyar; and 
(6) Pazhanadai-vilakkan. 

* It is said that he belonged to the lineage of Sathakopa or Satha-mar^ana. 
His other name was Srf-rahga-natha. (See introduction to Catuh-ilokl, Ananda 
Press, Madras, p. 3.) 
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Snvaisnavas, who came from the Western countries to the temple 
of Rajagopala, recited there ten verses by Karimara. Nathamuni, 
who heard those hymns, realized that they were parts of a much 
bigger work and decided to collect them. He went to Kumbhakona, 
and under the inspiration of God proceeded to the city of Kuraka, 
on the banks of Tamraparnl, and there met Madhura-kaviy-arvar, 
the disciple of Namm*-arvar, and asked him if the hymns of Namm*- 
arvar were available. Madhura-kaviy-arvar told him t^at after 
composing a big book of hymns in Tamil and instructing Madhura- 
kaviy-arvar the same, Namm’-arvar had attained salvation. The 
work could not, therefore, obtain currency among the people. 
The people of the locality had the misconception that the study of 
the work would be detrimental to the Vedic religion. So they threw 
it into the river Tamraparnl. Only one page of the book, containing 
ten verses, was picked up by a man who appreciated the verses and 
recited them. Thus only these ten verses have been saved. Natha- 
muni recited twelve thousand times a verse composed by Madhura- 
kaviy-arvar in adoration of Namm’-arvar, and, as a result of that, 
Namm*-a,rvar revealed the purport of the whole work to him. But 
when Nathamuni wanted to know all the verses in detail he was 
advised to approach an artisan of the place who was inspired by 
Namm’-arvar to reveal all the verses to him. So Nathamuni re- 
ceived the entire work of Namm’-arvar from the artisan. He then 
gave it to his pupil Pundarlkaksa, and Pundarlkaksa gave it to his 
disciple Rama Misra, and Rama Misra gave it to Yamuna, and 
Yamuna gave it to Gosthipurna, and Gosthipurna gave it to his 
daughter Devaki Sri. Nathamuni brought the hymns together, and, 
through his two nephews, Mejaiyagattarvar and Kilaiyagattarvar, 
set them to music in the Vedic manner; from that time forward 
these hymns were sung in the temples and were regarded as the 
Tamil Veda^. The oldest Guru-parampard and Divya-suri-caritay 
however, say that Nathamuni obtained the works of Namm’-arvar 
directly from him. The later Srivaisnavas found that the above 
statements did not very well suit the traditional antiquity of the 
Arvars, and held that Madhura-kaviy-arvar was not the direct 
disciple of Namm’-arvar and that Nathamuni attained the high 
age of three hundred years. But, if, as we found before, Namm’- 
arvar’s date be fixed in the ninth century, no such supposition 

^ Prapanndmrta, Chs. 106 and 107. 
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becomes necessary. Gopinatha Rau refers also to a Sanskrit in- 
scription in the middle of the tenth century, in which it is stated 
that the author of the verses was a disciple of Srinatha. If this 
Srinatha is the same as Nathamuni, then the computation of 
Nathamuni’s date as falling in the tenth century is quite correct. 
He had eleven disciples, of whom Pundarikaksa, Karukanatha and 
Srikrsna Laksminatha were the most prominent. He wrote three 
works, Nydya-tattva^ Purusa-ninnaya and Yoga-rahasya^, Natha- 
muni is also described as a great yogin who practised the yoga 
of eight accessories (astdnga-yoga)^. The Prapanndmrta says that 
he died by entering into yoga in the city of Agahga (probably 
Gahgaikondasodapuram). Gopi-natha, however, thinks that he 
could not have died in that city, for it was not founded by Rajen- 
dracola, otherwise called Gahgaikondasola, before 1024, which 
must be later than the date of Nathamuni. Nathamuni lived 
probably in the reign of Parantaka Cola I, and died before or in the 
reign of Parantaka Cola II, i.e. he lived eighty or ninety years in the 
middle of the tenth century. He had made an extensive tour in 
Northern India as far as Mathura and Badaii-natha and also to 
Dvaraka and Puri. Srikrsna Laksminatha, disciple of Nathamuni, 
wrote an extensive work on the doctrine of prapatti. He was bom 
at a place called Krsnamahgala. He was well-versed in the Vedas, 
and was a specialist in Vedanta and also a great devotee, who con- 
stantly employed himself in chanting the name of Visnu {ndma- 
saiUlnrtana-ratah), He used often to go about naked and live on 
food that was thrown to him. The hagiologists say that he entered 
into the image of the temple and became one with God. Punda- 

^ The Nydya-tattva is referred to by VehkatanStha in his Nydya-parihtddhi 
(p. 13) as a work in which Gautama's Nydya-sutras were criticized and refuted: 
bhagavan-ndtha-munibhi^nydya-tattva^samdhvayd 
avadhirya* kfapddddln Hyabandhi nydya-paddhatih 

Nydya-pariiuddhi, p. 13. 

* The practice of affdriga-yoga was not a new thing with Nathamuni. In 
giving an account of Tiru-marisai Pirin, also called Bhaktisflra, the Prapannd- 
mrta says that he first became attached to the god Siva and wrote many Tamil 
works on i$aiva doctrines; but later on the saint Maharya initiated him into 
Vai$navism and taught him aftdnga-yoga, through which he realized the great 
truths of Vaisnavism. He then wrote many works in Tamil on Vaisnavism. 
Bhakti-sSra also wrote a scholarly work, refuting the views of other opponents, 
which is known as Tattvdrtha-sdra. Bhakti-sSra also used to practise aUdr^a^ 
yoga and was learned in all the branches of Indian philosophy. Bhakti-sAra had 
a disciple named Kanikfsna, who wrote many extremely poetical verses or hymns 
an adoration of Vi^nu. Kula-^khara Peru-mal is also said to have practised yoga. 
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rikaksa Uyyakondar is supposed to have very much influenced the 
character of Kurukanatha, who in the end entered into yoga and 
died. Rama Misra was born in the city of Saugandhakulya, in a 
Brahmin family, and was a pupil of Pundarikaksa. The name of 
Pundarlkaksa’s wife was Andal. Pundarikaksa asked Rama Misra 
(Manakkal-lambej) to teach Yamuna all that he was taught. 
Yamuna, however, was not born during the life of Pundarikaksa, and 
Pundarikaksa only prophesied his birth in accordance with the old 
prophecy of Nathamuni. Rama Misra had four disciples, excluding 
Yamuna, of whom Laksmi was the most prominent^. He used to 
stay in iSrirahgam and expound the doctrine^ of the Vedanta. 

Yamunacarya, otherwise called Alavandar, son of I^varamuni 
and grandson of Nathamuni, was born probably in a.d. 918 and is 
said to have died in a.d. 1038. He learned the Vedas from Rama 
Misra, and was reputed to be a great debater^. Becoming a king, he 
was duly married and had two sons named Vararahga and Sottha- 
purna. He lived happily for a long time, enjoying his riches, and 
took no notice of Rama Misra. But Rama Misra with some difHculty 
obtained access to him and availed himself of the opportunity to 
teach him the Bhagavad-gitdy which aroused the spirit of detach- 
ment in him, and he followed Rama Misra to Srirahgam and, re- 
nouncing everything, became a great devotee®. One of the last 

' (i) Taivattuk-k-arasu-Nambi; (2) Gomathattut-tiruvinnagar-appan ; (3) 
Sirup-pullur-udaya-Pillai ; (4) Vangi-puratt-acchi. (See The Life of Ramanuja, 
by Govindacharyar, p. 14.) 

* The Prapanvdmrta relates a story of Yamuna’s debating power at the age 
of twelve. The king of the place had a priest of the name of Akkaialvan, who was 
a great debater Yamuna challenged him and defeated him in an open debate 
held in the court of the king. He was given half the kingdom as a reward. He 
seems to have been very arrogant in his earlier days, if the wording of his challenge 
found in the Ptapanndnirla can be believed. The words of challenge run as follows : 
d iaildd adri-kanya-carana-kisalaya-nyasa-dhanyopakanthdd 
d rakfo-nlta-sitd-mukha-karnalasamulldsa-hetos ca setoh 
d ca prdcya-pratlcya-kfiti-dhara^yuga tadarkacandravatamsdn 
mimdmsd-sdstra-yugma-irama-vimala- mand rnrgyatnm mddrso*nya(i 

Ch. III. 

® A story is told in the Prapanndmrta that, when Yamuna became a king and 
inaccessible to him, Hama Misra w as concerned how he could carry out the com- 
mands of his teachers and initiate Yamuna to the path of devotion. He got in 
touch with Yamuna’s cook, and for six months presented some green vegetables 
ialarka-sdko) which Yamuna very much liked. When, after the six months, the 
king asked how the rare vegetables found their way into the kitchen, Rama Misra 
stayed aMray for four days praying to Raiiganatha, the deity, to tell him how he 
could approach Yamuna. In the meanwhile the king missed the green vegetables 
and asked his cook to present RAma Misra when next he should come to the 
kitchen. Rama Mi^ra was thus presented to Yamuna. 
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instructions of Rama Misra was to direct him to go to Kumkanatha 
(Kurugai-kkaval-appan) and learn from him the astdnga-yoga^ 
which had been left with him (Kurukd) by Nathamuni for Yamuna. 
Yamuna had many disciples, of whom twenty-one are regarded 
as prominent. Of these disciples, Mahapurna belonged to the 
Bharadvaja^o/rfl, and had a son named Pundarikaksaand a daughter 
named Attutayi. Another disciple, called Srisailapurna, was known 
also by the name Tatacarya^. Another of his disciples, Gosthipurna, 
was born in the Pandya country, where also, in the city of Srima- 
dhura, was born another of Yamuna’s disciples, Maladhara. In the 
city of Maraner in the Pandya country was born another disciple, 
Maraner Nambi, a sudra by caste; a further disciple, KahcipQrna, 
who was also of the sudra caste, was born in the city of Punamalli. 
Yamuna used to invest all his disciples with the five Vaisnava 
sarnskdras^ and he also converted the Cola king and queen to the 
same faith and made over the kingdom he had hitherto enjoyed to 
the service of the deity Rahganatha of Srirangam. SrisailapQrna, 
or Bhuri Sn^ailapurna, or Mahapurna had two sons, two sisters and 
two daughters. The elder sister, Kantimati, was married to Kesava 
Yajvan, also called Asuri Kesava, Ramanuja’s father, and the second 
sister, Dyutimati, was married to Kanalaksa Bhatta, and a son was 
born to them called Govinda. Kuresa, who was long in association 
with Ramanuja, was born of Ananta Bhatta and Mahadevi, and this 
KureSa was the father of Anantacarya, writer of the Prapanndmrta^. 
Da^arathi was born of Ananta Diksita, of Vadhula^o/ra, and Laksmi. 
Da^arathi had a son called Kandadanatha, who was also called 
Ramanujadasa. They are all associates of Ramanuja, who had 
seventy-four prominent disciples. 

Yamuna was very fond of Namm’-arvar’s works, the doctrines 
of which were often explained to the people. Yamuna wrote six 
works: (i) Stotra-ratnam, in adoration to the deity Varada; (ii) 
Catuh-slokt; (iii) Agama-prarndnya; (iv) Siddhi‘traya\ (v) Gitdrtha- 
samgraha; (vi) Mahd-purma-nirnaya^. Of these the Siddhi-traya is 
the most important, and the section on Yamuna in this volume has 
been based almost entirely on it. The Agama-prdtndnya is a work in 
which he tries to establish the high antiquity and undisputed 

^ Prapanndmrta, Ch. X13. p. 440. 

• Ibid, Ch. 150, p. 450. Anantacarya, Called also Ananta Suri, was the pupil of 
Sailarahgesa-guru. He reveres also Ramyajamatr-maha-muni. 

• Sec VefikatanSltha’s introducti&i. to- the Gitanha-saifigraha^rakfa, 
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authority of the Pahcaratra literature, which is supposed to be the 
canon of the Srlvaisnavas. The Stotra-ratnaniy Catuh-shki and 
Gitartha-samgraha were all commented upon by various persons, 
but the most important of the commentaries is that of Vehkatanatha^. 
The Stotra-ratnam consists of sixty-five verses in which Yamuna de- 
scribes the beauty of the Lord Krsna, as set forth in the Puranas, and 
confesses to Him the deep affliction of all his sins and guilt, frailties 
and vices, and asks for forgiveness of them. He also describes the 
greatness of the Lord as tianscendent and surpassing the greatness 
of all other deities, as the supreme controller and upholder of the 
universe. He narrates his own complete surrender to Him and en- 
tire dependence on His mercy. If the mercy and grace of the Lord 
be so great, there is none so deserving of mercy in his wretchedness 
as a sinner. If the sinner is not saved, the mercy of the Lord be- 
comes meaningless. The Lord requires the sinner in order to 
realize Himself as the all-merciful. Yamuna further describes how 
his mind, forsaking everything else, is deeply attracted to the Lord; 
and the sense of his supreme helplessness and absolute abnegation^. 
The devotee cannot bear any delay in his communion with God, 
and is extremely impatient to meet Him ; it is galling to him that 
God should heap happiness after happiness on him and thus keep 
him away. The fundamental burden of the hymns is an expression 
of the doctrine of prapatti ; this has been very clearly brought out 
in the commentary of Venkatanatha. It is said that it was after 
reading these hymns that Ramanuja became so deeply attracted to 
Yamuna. The Catuh-sloki consists of only four verses in praise of 
Sri or Laksmt^, 

In the Gitdrtha-samgraha Yamuna says that the means to the 

^ The commentary on the Catuh-slokl by Vehkatan&tha is called Rahasya- 
rakfdf and the commentary on the Stotra-’ratnam goes also by the same name. 
The commentary on the GUdrtha-saifigrahaf by Venkatanatha, is called GuOrtha- 
sanigraha-rak^d. 

* Two specimen verses may be quoted from the Stotra^ratnam : 
na dharma^niffho*smi na cd' tma-vedl na bhaktimdms tvac^carand^ravinde 
a-kincano nd'nya-gatii iaranya tvat-pdda-^mUlam iaraipaTfi prapadye, 

. , .-ft *2. 

na mnditam karma tad asti lake 
sahasraio yan na mayd vyadhdyi 
so'ham vipdkd-vasare mukunda 
kranddmi sampraty a’-gatis tavdgre. Si. 23. 

’ Venkatanatha, in his commentary on the CatuJ^-ilokl, discusses the position 
of LaksmI according to the Vai^nava tradition. Lak^ipi is regarded as a being 
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attainment of the ultimate goal of life is devotion, which is pro- 
duced as a result of the performance of scriptural duties and the 
emergence of self-knowledge^. According to Yamuna, yoga in the 
Gita means bhakti-yoga. So the ultimate object of the Gita is the 
propounding of the supreme importance of bhakti (devotion) as the 
ultimate object, which requires as a precedent condition the per- 
formance of the scriptural duties and the dawning of the true 
spiritual nature of. the self as entirely dependent on God. 

It is related in the Prapanndmrta that Yamuna was anxious to 
meet Ramanuja, but died immediately before Ramanuja came to 
meet him. So Ramanuja could only render the last homage to his 
dead body. 


Ramanuja^. 

It has already been said that Mahapuriia (Nambi), disciple 
of Yamuna, had two sisters, Kantimatl and Dyutimati, of whom 
the former was married to Kesava Yajvan or Asuri Kesava of 
Bhutapurl and the latter to Kamalaksa Bhatta. Ramanuja (Ilaya 
Perumal), son of Kesava Yajvan, was born in a.d. 1017. He re- 
ceived his training, together with his mother's sister's son Govinda 
Bhatta, from Yadavaprakasa, a teacher of Vedanta of great reputa- 
tion. The details of Yadavaprakasa's views are not knowm, but it is 
very probable that he was a monist®. Before going to study with 

different from NarSyana, but always associated with Him. He thus tries to refute 
all the views that suppose Lak^ml to be a part of NirSiyana. Laksml should also 
not be identified with mdyd. She is also conceived as existing in intimate associa- 
tion with Narayana and, like a mother, exerting helpful influence to bring the 
devotees into the sphere of the grace of the Lord. Thus Laksml is conceived to 
have a separate personality of her own, though that personality is merged, as it 
were, in the personality of NSrSyana and all His efforts, and all her efforts are in 
consonance with the efforts of NirSyain {paraspard-mtkulatayci sarvatra sdma- 
rasyam). On the controversial point whether I.ak$ml is to be considered a jlva 
and therefore atomic in nature, the problem how she can then be all-pervasive, 
and the view that she is a part of Ndriyana, VehkatanSltha says that Laksml is 
neither Jlva nor N 5 rayana, but a separate person having her being entirely de- 
pendent on God. Her relation to NSrSyana can be understood on the analogy of 
the relation of the rays to the sun or the fragrance to the flower. 

1 sva-dharma-jndna-vairdgya-sddhya-bhakty-eka-gocarah 

ndrdyanah param brahma gUd-sdstre samuditah 

GUarthu-sarngrahuy verse 1. 

^ Most of the details of RSlmanuja’s life are collected from the account given 
in the Prapanndmrta by Anantsfedrya, a junior contemporary of Ramanuja. 

* Yadava held that Brahman, though by its nature possessing infinite quali- 
ties, yet transforms itself into all typ^s of living beings and also into all kinds of 
inanimate things. Its true nature is understood when it is realized that it is one 
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Yadavapraka^a, Rdmanuja was married at the age of sixteen, by his 
father, who died shortly afterwards. His teacher Yadavaprakasa 
lived in Kancl. So Ramanuja left Bhutapuri his native place with 
his family and went to Kanci. In the early days of his association 
with Yadavaprakasa, it is said that Yadavaprakasa became annoyed 
with him, because he had cured the daughter of a certain chief of 
the place from possession by a spirit, which his teacher Yadavaprakasa 
had failed to do. Shortly after this there was a difference of opinion 
between Yadava and Ramanuja on the interpretation of certain 
Upanisad texts, which Yadava interpreted in the monistic manner, 
but Ramanuja on the principle of modified dualism. Yadava be- 
came very much annoyed with Ramanuja and arranged a plot, 
according to which Ramanuja was to be thrown into the Ganges 
while on a pilgrimage to Allahabad. Govinda divulged the plot 
to Ramanuja, who was thus able to wander away from the com- 
pany and retire to Kanci, after suffering much trouble on the way. 
While at Kanci he became associated with a devout person of the 
sudra caste, called Kaheipurna. Later Ramanuja was reconciled 
to his teacher and studied with him. When Yamuna once came to 
Kahcl he saw Ramanuja at a distance among the students of 
Yadava marching in procession, but had no further contact with 
him, and from that time forward was greatly anxious to have 
Ramanuja as one of his pupils. Ramanuja again fell out with his 
teacher on the meaning of the text kapydsam pundarlkam [Chan- 
dogya^ p. 167), As a result of this quarrel, Ramanuja was driven 
out by Yadava. Thenceforth he became attached to the worship of 
Narayana on Hastisaila in Kanci, where he first heard the chanting 
of the Stotra-ratnam of Yamuna by Mahapurna, his maternal uncle 
and pupil of Yamuna. From Mahapurna Ramanuja learnt much of 
Yamuna and started for Srirahgam with him. But before he could 
reach Srirahgam Yamuna died. It is said that after his death three 
fingers of Yamuna were found to be twisted and Ramanuja thought 
that this signified three unfulfilled desires: (i) to convert the people 
to the prapatti doctrine of Vaisnavism, making them well versed in 

in spite of its transformation into diverse forms of animate and inanimate entities 
— anye ptinar aikydvahodha-ydthatmyam varnayantah svdbhdvika-niratisaya- 
porimitoddra-guna-sdgaram brahmaiva sura^nara-tiryak-sthdvara-ndraki-svargy^ 
dpavargi-caitanyaika-svabhdvam sva-bhdvato vilakfanam avilak^anam ca viyad* 
ddi-ndna-vidha-mala-rupa-parinamd-spadam ceti pratyavati^thantc. Ramtlnuja, 
Veddrtha-samgraha, p. 15, printed at the Medical Hail Press, 1894. 
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the works of the Arvars; (2) to write a commentary to the Brahma- 
sUtra according to the Srivaisnava school; (3) to write many works 
on Srivaisnavism. Ramanuja, therefore, agreed to execute all these 
three wishes^. He returned to Kahcl and became attached to 
Kahclpurna, the disciple of Yamuna, as his teacher. Later he 
set out for Sriraiigam and on the way was met by Mahapurna, 
who was going to Kahci to bring him to Snrahgam. He was then 
initiated by Mahapurna (the dedrya)^ according to the fivefold 
Vaisnava rites (panca-samskdra). Ramanuja, being annoyed with 
his wife’s discourteous treatment with Mahapurna’s wife, and also 
w'ith people who came to beg alms,- sent her by a ruse to her 
father’s house, and renounced domestic life when he was about 30 
or 32 years of age. After establishing himself as a sannydsin, his 
teaching in the Sastras began with Dasarathi, son of his sister^, 
and Kuranatha, son of Anantabhatta. Yadavapraka^a also became 
a disciple of Ramanuja^. Eventually Ramanuja left for Srirahgam 
and dedicated himself to the worship of Rahgesa. He learnt certain 
esoteric doctrines and mantras from Gosthipurna who had been 
initiated into them by his teacher. Later on Ramanuja defeated 
in discussion a Sahkarite named Yajhamurti, who later became 
his disciple and wrote two works in Tamil called Jndna-sdra and 
Prameya-sdra^. He now had a number of well reputed disciples such 
as Bhaktagrama-purna, Marudha-grama-purna, Anantarya, Vara- 
dacaiy^a and Yajnesa. Ramanuja first wrote his Gadya-traya. He 
then proceeded to the Sarada-matha with Kuresa, otherwise called 
Srivatsahka Misra or Kuruttalvan, procured the manuscript of the 
Bodhayana-vrttiy and started towards Srirahgam. The keepers of 
the temple, however, finding the book missing, ran after him and 


^ Prapanndmrta^ IX, p. 26. The intcppretation of this passage by Govinda- 
cirya and Gho$a seems to me to be erroneous; for there is no reference to 
^athakopa here. Kuresa, or SrlvatsShka Misra, had two sons ; one of th^ was 
baptized by RSmAnuja as Parisara Bhau&rya and the other as Rdmadesika. 
RSmanuja’s maternal cousin, Govinda, had a younger brother, called Bala 
Govinda, and his son was baptized as Parinkusa-puriiarya. 

* The name of DSsarathi’s father is Anantadlk9ita. 

* His baptismal name was Govindadasa. After his conversion he wrote a 
book entitled Yati-dharma-samuccaya. This Govindadflsa must be distinguished 
from Govinda, son of the aunt of RdmUnuja, who had been converted to Saivism 
by YidavaprakSia and was reconverted to Srivai^iiavism by his maternal uncle 
SrUailapurna, pupil of Yimuna. Govinda had married, but became so attached 
to RflmAnuja that he renounced the world. SriiailapGrna wrote a commentary on 
the Sahasra^gUi. RSmanuja had another disciple in Pundarikak^a, MahSpQrpa’s 
son. 

* His baptismal names were Devarat and Oevamannatha. 
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took it away: Fortunately, however, Kureia had read the book 
during the several nights on the way, had remembered its purport 
and so was able to repeat it. Ramanuja thus dictated his com- 
mentary of SrubhdsyUy which was written down by Kure^a^. He 
also wrote Veddnta-dlpa, Veddnta-sdra and Veddrtha-samgraha. 
The SrUbhd^a was written probably after Ramanuja had made ex- 
tensive tours to Tirukkovalur, Tirupati, Tirupputkuli, Kumbha- 
konam, Alagarkoil, Tiruppullani, Arvar-Tirunagari, Tirukkurun- 
gudi, Tiruvanparisaram, Tiruvattar, Tiruvanandapuram, Tiru- 
vallikeni, Tirunirmalai, Madhurantakam and Tiruvaigundipuram^. 
Later on he made extensive tours in Northern India to Ajmir, 
Mathura, Brindavan, Ayodhya and Badarl, defeating many heretics. 
He also went to Benares and Puri and at the latter place established 
a matha. He forcibly tried to introduce the Pahcaratra rites into 
the temple of Jagannatha, but failed. According to the Rdmd- 
nujdrya-divya-charitaij the Sft-bhdsya was completed in 1077 saka 
or A.D. 1155, though two-thirds of the work w^ere finished before 
the Cola persecution began. But this date must be a mistake; for 
Ramanuja died in 1059 saka or a.d. i 137^ The eyes of Mahapurna 
(Periyalnambi) and Kuresa were put out by the Cola king Kolutt- 
unga I, probably in the year I078‘-I079, and this must be the date 
when Ramanuja was forced to take refuge in the Hoysala country. 
It was in a.d. 1117, on the death of Koluttunga I, that Ramanuja 
again returned to Srirangam, where he met Kuresa and finished the 
Sn-bhdsya^. In a Madhva work called Chaldri-smrti it is said that 
in 1049 saka, that is a.d. 1127, it was already an established work®. 
It is therefore very probable that the §rt-bhdsya was completed be- 
tween A.D. 1 1 17 and 1 1 27. Gopi-natha Rau thinks that it was com- 
pleted in A.D. 1125. 

Ramanuja fled in the garb of an ordinary householder from 

^ Ramanuja had asked Kuresa to check him if he were not correctly repre- 
senting the Bodkclyana’-vj'tti, and in one place at least there was a difTerence of 
opinion and Ramanuja was in the wrong. 

* See Gopl-natha Rau's Lectures, p. 34, footnote. 

® See Ibid. 

* R&mdnujdrya-divya-charitai (a Tamil work), p. 243, quoted in Gopl- 
natha Rau’s Lectures. 

* kalau pravrtta-hauddhd'-di-rnatam rdmdnujam tathd 
iake hy eko-na~pancdsad-adhikd-bde sahasrake 
nirdkartum mukhya-vdyuh san^rnata^sthdpanaya ca 
ehd-daia-iate sake vimsaty-a^pa-yuge gate 
avatlrrujtn madhva-gurum sadd vande medid-guimm. 

Chaldri-smrttf quoted in Gopl-natha Rau’s Lectures, p. 35. 
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Srirangam to Tondanur, to escape from the persecution of Kolutt- 
uhga I or Rajendracola, otherwise called Krmikantha, a Saiva king. 
He was successful in converting the Jain king Bittideva of the 
Hoysala country, who was renamed Visnuvardhanadeva after the 
Vaimava fashion. Mr Rau says that this conversion took place 
some time before a.d. 1099^. With the help of this king he con- 
structed the temple Tirunarayanapperumal at Melukot (Yada- 
vadri), where Ramanuja lived for about twelve years According 
to the Rdmdnujdrya-divya-charitai Ramanuja lived for eleven years 
after his return to Srirahgam (some time after the death of Kolutt- 
uhga I in 1118) and died in a.d. 1137. He thus enjoyed an extra- 
ordinary long life of one hundred and twenty years, which was 
spread over the reigns of three Cola kings, Koluttuhga I (a.d. 1070- 
1118), Vikrama Cola (a.d. 1118-1135), and Koluttuhga II (a.d. 
1123-1 146) ^ He had built many temples and mathas in his life- 
time, and by converting the temple superintendent of Srirahgam 
got possession of the whole temple. 

Ramanuja’s successor was Para^ara Bhattarya, son of Kuresa, 
who wrote a commentary on the Sahasra-giti. Ramanuja had suc- 
ceeded in securing a number of devoted scholars as his disciples, 
and they carried on his philosophy and forms of worship through 
the centuries. His religion was catholic, and, though he followed 
the rituals regarding initiation and worship, he admitted Jains and 
Buddhists, Sudras and even untouchables into his fold. He himself 
was the pupil of a Sudra and used to spend a long time after his bath in 
the hut of an untouchable friend of his. It is said that he ruled over 
74 episcopal thrones, and counted among his followers 700 ascetics, 
12,000 monks and 300 nuns (Ketti ammais). Many kings and rich 
men were among his disciples. I^rcsa, Dasarathi, Nadadur Arvan 
and the BhaUara were dedicated to scholarly discourses. Yajhamurti 
performed the function of the priest; one disciple was in charge of the 
kitchen; Vatapurnaor Andhrapurna and Gomatham Sitiyarvan were 
in charge of various kinds of personal service; Dhanurdasa was trea- 

^ Mr Rice, however, says in the Mysore Gazetteer , vol. i, that the conversion 
took place in 1031; saka or a.d. 1117. But R 9 u points out that in the Epigraphia 
Carnatica we have inscriptions of Bittlcieva as early as saka 1023 (No. 34 Arsiker), 
which call him Visnu-vardhana. 

' The general tradition is that RfimSnuja kept away from Srirahgam for a 
total period of twelve years only ; but R 9 u holds that this period must be about 
twenty years, of which twelve years were spent in Ysdavadri. 

* Sri Rdmdnujdcdrya, by S. K. Ai’yangar, M.A. Natesan and Co., Madras. 



xviii] Ramanuja 105 

surer; Ammangi of boiled milk; Ukkal Arvan served meals; Ukkal- 
ammal fanned, and so on^. Ramanuja converted many Saivas to 
Vaisnavism, and in the conflict between the Saivas and the Vaisnavas 
in his time; though he suffered much at the hands of the Cola king 
Krmikantha who was a Saiva, yet Krmikantha’s successor became 
a Vaisnava and his disciple, and this to a great extent helped the 
cause of the spread of Srivaisnavism. 

The sources from which the details of Ramanuja’s life can be 
collected are as follows: (i) Divya-suri-charitai^ written in Tamil by 
Garudavaha, a contemporary of Ramanuja; (2) Guru~parampard~ 
prabhdvam, written in nianipravdla in the early part of the four- 
teenth century by Pinb’-aragiya Peru-mal Jlyar; (3) Pillai Lokam- 
jiyar’s Rdmdnnjdrya-dizya-charitai^ written in Tamil; (4) Anbillai 
Kandadaiyappan’s brief handbook of Ajrvars and Ajragiyas called 
Periya-tiru-mudiy-adanm, written in Tamil; (5) Prappanndmrta^ 
by Anantacarya, a descendant of Andhrapurna, and pupil of Saila- 
rahgesa-guru ; (6) the commentaries on the Ttru-vdy-mori which 
contain many personal reminiscences of the Aragiyas; (7) other 
epigraphical records. 

The Precursors of the Visistadvaita Philosophy and 
the contemporaries and pupils of Ramanuja. 

'Phe hhedahheda interpretation of the Brahma-sutras is in all 
probability earlier than the monistic interpretation introduced by 
Sankara. The Bhagavad-gitd, which is regarded as the essence of 
the Upanisads, the older Purdnas, and the Pancardtra, dealt with 
in this volume, are more or less on the lines of bheddbheda. In 
fact the origin of this theory may be traced to the Purusa-sukta. 
Apart from this, Dramidacarya, as Yamuna says in his Siddhi- 
trayay explained the Brahma-sutray and that it was further 
commented upon by Srivatsahka Misra. Bodhayana, referred to 
by Ramanuja as Vrtti-kdra and by Sankara as Upavarsa, wrote on 
the Brahma -sfitras a very elaborate and extensive vrttiy which 
formed the basis of Ramanuja’s bhdsya^, Anandagiri also refers 

^ The Life of Rdmanujoy by Govindicharyar, p/ 218. 

Venkatanatha in his Tuttvu-tlkd says “ Vrtti-karasya RodhdyanasyaVva 
hi Upavarfa iti sydn ndma."' In his Seh'firn-mlmdmsd, however, he refutes the 
view of Upavarsa, for in the Vaijayantl lexicon Krtakop and Halabhuti are said 
to be names of IVpavarsa. 

See also the second volume of the present work, p. 43 «. 
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to Drdvida-bhd^a as being a commentary on the Chdndogy 
Upani^ad, written in a simple style (rju-vivarana) previous to 
Sankara’s attempt. In the Samksepa-sdriraka (iii. 217-27) a 
writer is referred to as Atreya and Vdkya-kdra^ and the com- 
mentator Ramatirtha identifies him with Brahmanandin. Rama- 
nuja, in his Veddrtha-samgraha^ quotes a passage from the Vdkya- 
kdra and also its commentary by Dramidacarya^. While the 
Vdkya-kdra and Dramidacarya, referred to by Ramanuja, held that 
Brahman was qualified, the Dramidacarya who wrote a commentary 
on Brahmanandin’s work was a monist and is probably the same 
person as the Dravidacarya referred to by Anandagiri in his com- 
mentary on Sankara’s bhdsyopodghdta on the Chdndogy a Upanisad. 
But the point is not so easily settled. Sarvajnatma muni, in his 
Samksepa-sdrttaka, refers to the Vdkya-kdra as a monist. It is 
apparent, however, from his remarks that this Vdkya-kdra devoted 
the greater part of his commentary to upholding the parindma 
view (akin to that of Bhaskara), and introduced the well known 
example of the sea and its waves with reference to the relation of 
Brahman to the world, and that it was only in the commentary on 
the sixth prapdthaka of the Chdndogya that he expounded a purely 
monistic view to the effect that the world was neither existent nor 
non-existent. Curiously enough, the passage referred to Sar- 
vajnatma muni as proving decidedly the monistic conclusion of 
Atreya Vdkya-kdra, and his commentator the Dramidacarya is re- 
ferred to by Ramanuja in his Veddrtha-samgrana^ as being favour- 
able to his own view. Ramanuja, however, does not cite him as 
Brahmanandin, but as Vdkya-kdra, The commentator of the 
Vdkya-kdra is referred to by Ramanuja also as Dramidacarya. But 
though Sarvajnatma muni also cites him as Vdkya-kdra, his com- 
mentator, Ramatirtha, refers to him as Brahmanandin and the 
Vdkya-kdra's commentator as Dravidacarya, and interprets the 
term “ Vdkya-^kdra'* merely as “author.” Sarvajnatma muni, how- 

^ Veddrtha-samgraha^ p. 138. The Vakya-kdra's passage is ^'yuktarti tad^ 
gunopdsanad" and Dramidacarya *s commentary on it^is *'yady-api sac^citto na 
nirbiiugna-daivatamguna-ganam manasd* nudhavet tathd'py antar^gur^m eva deva~ 
tdmbhajata iti tatrd'pi sa-gunatva devata prdpyata iti.** The main idea of these 
passages is'that, even if God be adored as a pure qualitylcss being, when the final 
release comes it is by way of the realization of God as qualified. 

MM.S. Kuppusvami Sastrl, M.A., identifies Dramicjacarya with Tiru- 
mari^ai Piran, who lived probably in the eighth century a.d. But the reasons 
adduced by him in support of his views are unconvincing. Sec Proceedings and 
Transactions of the Third Oriental Cow/efrfice,* Madras, i 9 * 4 . PP* 
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ever, never refers to Brahmanandin by name. Since the passage 
quoted in the Satnksepa-sdriraka by Sarvajnatma muni agrees with 
that quoted by Ramanuja in his Vedartha-sarngraha, it is certain 
that the Vdkya-kdra referred to by Sarvajnatma muni and Rama- 
nuja, and the Dramidacarya referred to by Sarvajnatma, Ramanuja 
and Anandagiri are one and the same person. It seems, therefore, 
that the Vdkya-kdra's style of writing, as well as that of his com- 
mentator Drami^carya, was such that, while the monists "thought 
that it supported their view, the Srivaisnavas also thought that it 
favoured them. From Sarvajnatma muni’s statement we under- 
stand that the Vdkya-kdra was also called Atreya, and that he de- 
voted a large part of his work in propounding the hheddhheda view. 
Upavarsa is also referred to by Sankara as a reputed exponent of the 
Mimamsa philosophy and the Brahma-sutra\ and as having been 
the author of one tantra on Mimarnsa and another on the Brahma- 
sutra^. Our conclusion, therefore, is that we have one Vdkya-kdra 
who wrote a commentary on the Chdndogya Upanisad, and that he 
had a commentator who wrote in a clear and simple style and who 
was known as Dramidacarya, though he wrote in Sanskrit and not in 
Tamil. If we believe in Ramatirtha’s identification, we may also 
believe that his name was Brahmanandin. But, whoever he may be, 
he was a very revered person in the old circle, as the epithet ''bhaga- 
vdn^* has been applied to him by Sarvajnatma muni. Regarding 
Upavarsa we may say that he also was a very revered person, since 
Sankara applies the epithet “ hhagavat ” to him, and quotes him as an 
ancient authority in his support. He seems to have flourished some- 
time before Sahara Svamin, the great Mimamsa commentator*. 
Anandagiri and Venkatanatha, in the fourteenth century, identify 
Upavarsa with the Vrtti-kdra, and Venkatanatha further identifies 

^ ata eva ca bhagavato* pavar^ena prathame tantre dtmd-stilvd-bhidkdna- 
prasaktau sdrirake vyaksydma ity uddhdrah krUth. Sankara’s bhdfya on Brahma^ 
satra, III. 3. 53. 

Govindananda, in his Ratna-prabhd, identifies Upavarsa with the Vrtti-kdra. 
Anandagiri also agrees with this identification. In the Brahma-stiira-bhdfya^ i. 
z. 19 and I. 2. 23, Sankara refutes view's which are referred to as being those of 
the Vrtti-kdra. What can be gathered of the Vrtii-kdras views from the last two 
passages, which have been regarded by the commentator GovindSnanda as re- 
ferring to the Vrtti-kdra, is that the world is a transformation of God. But we can 
never be certain that these views refuted by Sankara were really held by the 
VrUi-kdra^ as we have no other authority on the point except Govindftnanda, a 
man of the thirteenth or fourteenth century. 

^ Savara, in his bhdfya on the Mlmdmsd-sUtra^ i- i- 5, refers to Upavar?a with 
the epithet ** bhagavdn" on the subject of sphota. 
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him in a conjectural manner with Bodhayana. Even if Upavarsa 
was the Vrtti-kdra^ it is doubtful whether he was Bodhayana. On 
this point we have only the conjectural statement of Vehkatanatha 
referred to above. Sankara, in his commentary on the Brahma^ 
sutra^ I. 3. 28, refers again to Upavarsa in support of his refutation 
of the sphofa theory^. But this point is also indecisive, since neither 
Sankara nor the Srivaisnavas admit the sphofa theory. There seems, 
however, to be little evidence. We are therefore not in a position to 
say anything about Upavarsa, the Vrtti-kdra and Bodhayana If the 
testimony of the Prapanndmrta is to be trusted, Bodhayana’s Vrtti 
on the Brakma-sutra must have been a very elaborate work, and 
Dramidacarya’s work on the Brahma-siitra must have been a very 
brief one. This was the reason why Ramanuja attempted to write 
a commentary which should be neither too brief nor too elaborate. 

Now we have in MS. a small work called Brahnia-sutrdrha- 
samgraha by Sathakopa, and we do not know whether this is the 
Dramida commentary referred to in the Prapanndmrta. Yamuna, 
in his Siddhi-traya, refers to a bhdsya~kdra and qualifies him as 
parimita-gambhira-bhdsind^' which signifies that it was a brief 
treatise pregnant with deep sense. He further says that this bhdsya 
was elaborated by Srivatsanka-Misra. The views of these two 
writers were probably consonant with the views of the Snvaisna\a 
school. But Yamuna mentions themame of Tanka, Bhartr-prapanca, 
Bhartrmitra, Bhartrhari, Brahmadatta, Sankara and Bhaskara. An 
account of Bhartrprapanca’s interpretation of the Brahma-sutra has 
been given in the second volume of the present work. An account 
of Bhaskara’s view has been given in the present volume. Nothing is 
definitely known about the interpretations of Tanka, Bhartrmitra, 
Bhartrhari and Brahmadatta, ex^pt that they were against the 
views of the Srivaisnavas. 

Ramanuja, in his bhdsya on the Brahma-sutra^ says that Bod- 
hayana wrote a very elaborate work on the Brahma-sutra and that 

^ varna eva tu subddh iti bhagavdn upovurfoh. Sankara’s commentary on the 
Brahma-sutra^ i. 3. 28. 

Deussen’s remark that the entire discussion of sphota is derived from 
Upavarsa is quite unfounded. According to Kathd-sarit-sdgara Upavarsa was 
the teacher of Panini. 

* ^^avara, also, in his commentary on the 5th sQtra of the Mftndnisd-siltra^ i. 
1.5, refers to a Vrtti-kdra, a Mim 9 rns 3 writer prior to Savara. The fact that in the 
bhdfya on the same siitra f^avara refers to bhagavan Upavarsa by name makes it 
very probable that the Vrtti-kdra and V^pavar^a were not the same person. 
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this was summarized very briefly by the older teachers. He says, 
further, that in making his bhdsya he has closely followed the in- 
terpretation of the Sutra, as made by Bodhayana^ Ramanuja also 
owes a great debt of gratitude to Yamuna’s Siddhi-traya, though he 
does not distinctly mention it in his bhd^a. It is said that Yamuna 
had a large number of disciples. Of these, however, Mahapurna, 
Gosthipurna, Maladhara, Kancipurna, Srisailapurna, also called 
Tatacarya (Ramanuja’s maternal uncle), and Srirahganatha- 
gayaka were the most important. SrKailapurna’s son Govinda, the 
cousin and fellow-student of Ramanuja with Yadavaprakasa, be- 
came later in life a disciple of Ramanuja‘S. Of the seventy-four 
prominent disciples of Ramanuja, Pranatartihara of Atreya gotra, 
Kuresa or Srivatsahka Misra, Dasarathi, Andhrapurna or Vata- 
purna, Varadavisnu, Yatisekhara-bharata, Yadava-praka^a or 
Govinda and Yajhamurti are the most important*. Of these 
Dasarathi of Vadhula gotra and Varadavisnu or Varadavisnu Misra 
were the sister’s sons of Ramanuja. Varadavisnu was better known 
as Vatsya V'aradaguru. Kuresa or Srivatsahka Misra had a son 
by Andaj, called Parasara Bhattarya, who defeated the Vedantin 
Madhavadasa and afterwards became the successor of Ramanuja^. 
Parasara Bhattarya had a son called Madhya Pratoli Bhattarya or 
Madhya-vithi Bhattarya. Kuresa had another son named Pad- 
manetra; Padmanetra’s son was called Kurukesvara^. Kurukes- 
vara’s son was Pundarlkaksa, and his son was Srinivasa. Srinivasa 
had a son Nreimharya. They belonged to the Srisaila lineage, pro- 
bably from the name of Bhuri Sri Sailapurna, Kuresa’s father. 
Nrsimharya had a son called Ramanuja. Ramanuja had two sons, 

^ Sudarsana Surl, in his commentar>'on the bhdsya called the Sruta-prakdiikd, 
explains the word purvdedrya*' in Rimanuja’s bhdsya as Dramida-bhasya- 
karadayah. On the phrase bodhdyana-matd'nusdrena srurd-ksdrani vydkhydyante^ 
he says na tu svo-tprek^itamatd-ntarena sutrd-k^ardni sutra-paddndm prakrti- 
pratyaya-vibhdgd-nugunam vaddmah na tu svot-prekfitd-rthesu sutrdni yathd^ 
kathah cit dyotayitavydni.*' 

- It is interesting to note that YSmuna’s son Vararahga later on gave in- 
struction to Ramanuja and had his younger brother Sottanambi initiated as a 
disciple of Ramanuja. Vararahga had no son. He had set the Sahasra~gUi to 
music. Prapanndmrta, 23. 45. 

® Raja Gopalacariyar also mentions the name of Tirukurugaipiran Pillai as a 
prominent disciple of Ram&nuja. He wrote a commentary on NSmm’ajvar’s 
Tiru-vdymm i. 

* Kuresa had another son named Sri Rama Pillai or Vy&sa BhaftSr. 

^ It is rather common in South India to give one’s son the name of his 
grandfather. 
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Nrsimharya and Rahgacarya, who lived probably in the fifteenth 
century. Ramanuja’s disciple, Yajhamurti, was an exceedingly 
learned man. When Ramanuja accepted him as a disciple, he changed 
his name to Devarat or Devamannatha or Devaraja and had a 
separate matha established in Srirahgam for him^ Yajnamurti had 
written two very learned works in I'amil, called Jnana-sdra and 
Prameya-sdra. Ramanuja had four of his disciples, Bhaktagrama- 
purna, Marudha-grama-purna, Anantarya and Yajhesa, initiated into 
Vaisnavism by Yajnamurti ^ Another pupil of Ramanuja, Tiruku- 
rugai-piran Pillai, wrote a commentary of Namm’arvar’s Tirti- 
vdy-mori. Pranatartihara Pillan, another pupil of Ramanuja, of 
Atreya gotra, had a son Ramanuja, a disciple of Nadadur Ammal of 
the lineage of Vatsya Varada^. This Ramanuja, alias Padmanabha, 
had a son called Sri Ramanuja Pillan, a disciple of Kidambi Rama- 
nuja Pillan. This Padmanabha had a son called Ramanuja Pillan and 
a daughter Totaramba, who was married to Anantasuri, the father 
of Vehkatanatha. Ramanuja’s other disciple and nephew, Das- 
arathi, of Vadhula goirUy had a son called Ramanuja, who had a son 
called Todappa or Varanadrisa or Lokarya or Lokacarya. After 
Parasara Bhattarya the Vedanti Madhavadasa, called also Nanjiar, 
became his successor. Madhavadasa ’s successor was Nambilla or 
Namburi Varadar^^a or Lokacarya. He had two wivesvtndal and 
Sriranganayaki and a son called Ramanuja®. Nambilla’s other name 
was Kalijit or Kalivairi. Now Varanadrisa became a disciple of 
Nambilla or the senior Lokacarya. Varanadrisa was known as 
Pillai Lokacarya. Namburi Varada had a pupil called Madhava. 
Varada had a son called Padmanabha who had a disciple called Rama- 
nujadasa. Ramanujadasa had a son called Devaraja, who had a son 
called Srisailanatha, and SrisailanAtha had a pupil called Saumya 
Jamatr muni or Ramyajamatr muni, also called Varavara muni or 
Yatindrapravana or Manavalamahamuni or Periya-jiyar. It is said 
that he was the grandson of Kattur-aragiya-vanavalapillai. All these 
people were influenced by the Sahasra-giti-vydkhyd of Kuresa. 
Namburi Varadarya, otherwise called Kalijit, had two othe: 
pupils called Udak-pratoli-krsna, and Krsna-samahbhaya, also 
called Krsnapada. Krsnapada’s son Lokacarya was a pupil of 

' See PrapanndmTta, Ch. 26. 

^ See GovindachSlryar’s Life of Ramanuja. 

* He wrote two works called f^ard-rtha-samgvaha and Rahasyc-traya. 
Prapanndmrta, 1 1 9/3 . 
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Kalijit, and Krsnapada himself. Krsnapada’s second son was 
Abhirama- V aradhisa. 

Ramanuja’s brother-in-law Devaraja, of Vatsya gotra, had a son 
called Varadavisnu Misra or Vatsya Varada, who was a pupil of 
Visnucitta, a pupil of Kuresa. This Vatsya Varada was a great 
writer on Vedantic subjects. Kuresa had a son called Sri Rama Pillar; 
or Vedavyasa Bhatta, who had a son called Vadivijaya, whp wrote 
Ksamd-sodaH-siava, Vadivijaya had a son called Sudarsana Bhatta, 
who was a pupil of Vatsya Varada, a contemporary of Varadavisnu. 
Sudarsana Bhatta was the famous author of the Sruta^prakdsikd, 
The celebrated Annayacarya also was a pupil of Pillai Lokacarya, the 
pupil of Kalijit. Srisaila Srinivasa, or Srisailanatha, was the son 
of Annayacarya. Ramyajamatr muni had a number of disciples, such 
as Ramanuja, Paravastu Prativadibhayahkara Annayacarya, Vana- 
mamalai-jiyar, Periya-jiyar, Koyilkandadaiannan, etc.^ Of Veh- 
katanatha’s pupils two are of most importance: his son Nainara- 
carya, otherwise called Kumara-Vedanta-desika, Varadanatha or 
Varadaguru, who wrote many Vedantic works, and Brahmatantra- 
jiyar. Parakaladasa and Srirahgacarya were probably pupils of 
Krsnapada, or Krsnasuri, the pupil of Kalijit or Namburi Vara- 
darya. Abhirama Varadhisa was a pupil of Ramanuja, son of 
Saumya Jarnatr muni. The pontifical position of Srivaisnavism was 
always occupied in succession by eminent men in different impor- 
tant mathas or temples, and there arose many great preachers and 
teachers of Vedanta, some of whom wrote important works while 
others satisfied themselves with oral teachings. The works of some 
of these have come down to us, but others have been lost. It seems, 
however, that the Visistd-dvaita philosophy was not a source of 
perennial inspiration for the development of ever newer shades of 
thought, and that the logical and dialectical thinkers of this school 
were decidedly inferior to the prominent thinkers of the Sankara 
and the Madhva school. There is hardly any one in the whole 
history of the development of the school of Ramanuja whose logical 
acuteness can be compared with that of Sriharsa or Citsukha, or 
with that of Jayatirtha or Vyasatirtha. Vehkatanatha, Meghanadari 
or Ramanujacarya, called also Vadihamsa, were some of the most 
prominent writers of this school; but even with them philosophic 

^ The Tamil names of some of the disciples have been collected from the 
Life of R&mdnujdcdrya by GovindScharyar. 
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criticism does not always reach the highest level. It was customary 
for the thinkers of the Sankara and the Madhva schools in the 
fourteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth centuries to accept the concepts 
of the new School of Logic of Mithila and Bengal and introduce 
keen dialectical analysis and criticism. But for some reason or other 
this method was not adopted to any large extent by the thinkers of 
the Srivaisnava school. Yet this was the principal way in which 
philosophical concepts developed in later times. 

In dealing with the names of teachers of the Ramanuja school, 
one Guru-parampard mentions the name of Paravadibhayahkara, 
who was a pupil of Ramyajamatr muni and belonged to the Vatsya 
gotta. Prativadibhayahkara was the teacher of Sathakopa Yati. The 
treatise speaks also of another Ramyajamatr muni, son of Anantarya, 
grandson of Prativadibhayahkara and pupil of Srivehkatesa. It also 
mentions Vedantaguru* of the Vatsya gotra^ a pupil of Ramyaj- 
amatr muni and Varadarya; Sundaradesika, of the Vatsya son 
of Prativadibhayahkara; Aparyatmamrtacarya, son of Srivehkata- 
guru and grandson of Prativadibhayahkara, This Vehkatacarya had 
a son called Prativadibhayahkara. Ramyajamatr muni had a son 
called Srikrsna-dcsika. Purusottamarya, of the Vatsya gotroy was 
the son of Srivehkatacarya. Srikrsna-desika had a son called 
Ramyajamatr muni, who had a son called Krsna Suri. Anantaguru 
had a son called Vchkata-desika. Srmivasaguru was pupil of 
Vehkatarya and Vatsya Srinivasa, who had a son called Anantarya. 
It is unnecessary to continue with the list, as it is not very useful 
from the point of view of the development of the Srivaisnava school 
of philosophy or literature. The fact that the names of earlier 
teachers are reverently passed on to many of those who succeeded 
them makes it difficult to differenjtiate them one from the other. 
But the history of the school is unimportant after the sixteenth or 
the early part of the seventeenth century, as it lost much of its force 
as an intellectual movement. In the days of the Arvars the Srivais- 
nava movement was primarily a religious movement of mystic and 
intoxicating love of God and self-surrender to Him. In the days of 
Ramanuja it became intellectualized for some time, but it slowly 
relapsed into the religious position. As with Sankara, and not 
as with Madhva, the emphasis of the school has always been on the 
interpretations of Vedic texts, and the intellectual appeal has always 
been subordinated to the appeal* to the Upanisadic texts and their 
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interpretations. The chief opponents of the Ramanuja school were 
the Sahkarites, and we may read many works in which copious re- 
ferences are made by writers of the iSahkara school who attempted 
to refute the principal points of the bhd^a of Ramanuja, both from 
the point of view of logical argument and from that of interpreta- 
tions of the Upanisadic texts. But unfortunately, except in the case 
of a few later works of little value, no work of scholarly refutation 
of the views of Ramanuja by a Sahkarite is available. The followers 
of Ramanuja also offered slight refutation of some of the doctrines 
of Bhaskara, Jadava-prak^a, and Madhva and the Saivas. But their 
efforts were directed mainly against Sankara. 

It has already been noted that Ramanuja wrote a bhdsya on the 
Brahma-sutray Vedartha-samgraha^ Veddnta-sdra and Veddnta-dipa, 
a commentary on the Srimad-bhagavad-gitdy Gadya-traya^ and 
Bhagavad-drddhana-krama^. According to traditional accounts, 
Ramanuja was born in a.d. 1017 * ^ 37 * approximate 

dates of the chief events of his life have been worked out as follows : 
study with Yadavaprakasa, 1033; first entry into Srirangam to sec 
Yamuna, 1043; taking holy orders, 1049; flight to Mysore for fear 
of the Cola king’s persecution, 1096; conversion of Bitti-deva, the 
Jain king of Mysore, the Hoysala country, 1098; installing the 
temple God at Melukot, 1100; stay in Melukot, up to ii 16; return 
to Srirangam, 1118; death, 1 1 37^ His nephew and disciple Da^arathi 
and his disciple Kuresa were about fifteen or sixteen years junior 
to him®. Ramanuja’s bhdsya^ called also Srt-bhdsya, was com- 
mented on by Sudarsana Suri. His work is called Sruta prakdHkd, 
and is regarded as the most important commentary on the Srf-bhd^ya, 

^ vifnv*arcd~krtam avanotsukojiidnam srfgftd-vivarana-bhdfya^dtpa-sdrdn 
tad gadya-trayum akrta prapanna-mtyd-nufthdna-kramam apt yogi-rdf 
pravandhdn. Divya-tUri-Caritai, 

Reference to the Veddrtha-samgraha of Rdmftnuja is also found in the same 
ity uktvd fngarna-iikkd*rtha-satfigrahd-khyam 
bhinnas tdm krtim urarfkriyd nham asya. 

• Govindftchftryar's Life of Rdmdnuja. Yftmuna, according to the above view, 
would thus have died in 1042, corresponding with the first visit of Raminuja to 
Srirangam; but GopT-n&tha RHu thinks that this event took place in 1038. The 
date of the Cola persecution is also regarded by GopI-nftthaRau as having occurred 
in 1078' '79, which would correspond to Ramanuja's flight to Mysore; and his 
return to Srfrahgam must have taken place after 1x17, the death of the Cola king 
Koluttuiiga. Thus there is some divergence between Govindacarys and Gopl- 
natha Rau regarding the date of Ramanuja's first visit to SrUangam and the date 
of his flight to Mysore. GopT-natha Rau's views seem to be more authentic. 

' Apart from the Sahatra-gUl-bhdfya^ Kuresi wrote a work called Kureia- 
vtjaya. 
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As already noted, the principal commentary on Ramanuja’s 
bhasyoy was the Sruta-prakdsikd by Sudarsana Suri. Even before 
this Sruta-prakdsikd was written, another commentary, called SrU 
bhdsya-vivrtiy was written by Rama-misra-desika, a disciple of 
Ramanuja, under his own direction. This work was written in six 
chapters and was not a commentary in the ordinary sense, but a 
study of the principal contents of Ramanuja’s bhdsya. This Rama 
Mi^ra was a different man from Rama Misra, the teacher of Yamuna. 
The Sruta-prakdsikd had a further study, entitled Bhdva-prakdiikd, 
by Viraraghavadasa. Criticisms of this work were replied to in a 
work called Bhdsya-prakdsikd-dusanoddkdra by Sathakopacarya, a 
writer of the sixteenth century. The Sruta-prakdsikd had another 
commentary, called Tulikd, by Vadhula Srinivasa, a writer who 
probably belonged to the fifteenth century. The contents of the 
Sruta-prakdsikd were summarized in a work called Sruta-prakdsikd- 
sdrorsamgraha. The bhdsya of Ramanuja was further commented on 
in the Tattva-^sdra^ by Vatsya Varada, a nephew of Ramanuja. The 
name of the commentator’s father was Devaraja, and his mother 
was Kamala, a sister of Ramanuja. He was a pupil of Srivisnucitta, 
a disciple of Kuresa. This Tattva-sdra provoked a further criticism, 
called Ratna-sdrini, by Vira-raghava-dasa, son of Vadhula Nara- 
simha-guru and pupil of Vadhula Varadaguru, son of Vadhula 
Vehkatacarya. He also himself wrote a commentary on the 3ri- 
bhdsya^ called T dtpary a~dlpikd, Vlra-raghava-dasa lived probably in 
the later half of the fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth 
century. Ramanuja’s views were also collected together in a 
scholarly manner in a work called Naya-mukha~mdlikd^ by Apyaya- 
diksita, who was born in the middle of the sixteenth century. 
Ramanuja’s bhdsya is also dealt with by the famous Vehkatanatha, 
in his work Tattva-fikd. The Sri-bhd^ya had another commentary 
called Naya-prakdsikd, by Meghanadari, a contemporary of Veh- 
kaUnatha of the fourteenth century^. A further commentary is 

' Meghanadflri*s great work, Naya-dyu->maift, has been treated in detail in a 
later section. He was the son of Atreyanidia and his mother’s name was Adhvara- 
nByika. He had three brothers, Hastyadrinitha or VaraoSdrlia, Varadarftf, and 
Rflma Miira. lliis Vftra^dri^a should not be confused with Daiarathi’s grandson, 
who was of VadhQla notra. Meghana^fi*a other works are BhOva-praMha and 
Mumukra-paya-saffigraheu 
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called Mita-prakdHkdy by Parakala Yati, probably of the fifteenth 
century. Parakala Yati had a disciple called Ranga Ramanuja, who 
wrote a stu^y of the Sri-bhd^a^ called Mula-bhdva-prakdsi^. One 
^rinivasacarya also criticized the Srubhasya in Brahma-vidyd- 
kaumudu It is difficult to guess which iSiinivasa was the author of 
the work, there being so many Srinivasas among the teachers of the 
Ramanuja school. Campake^a, disciple of Venkatanatha, also 
dealt with the Srt~bhdsya. Suddhasattva Laksmanacarya also wrote 
on the Sri-^bhdsyay a work entitled Guru-bhdva-prakdHkd which was 
based upon the Guru-tattva-prakdHkd of Campakesa. This work was 
in reality a commentary on the jSruta-prakdsikd. The author was the 
son of Suddhasattva Yogindra. He descends from the line of Rama- 
nuja’s mother’s sister, in which there were born eighteen teachers of 
Vedanta; he was the pupil of Saumya Jamatr muni and flourished 
probably in the latter half of the sixteenth century. This Guru- 
bhdva-prakdiikd was commented on in the Guru-bhdva-prakdsikd- 
vydkhyd. Sudar^ana Suri also seems to have written a commentary 
on the Sri-bhdsya^ called Sruti-dipikd, Srinivasa, the son of Tata- 
y^rya and Lak$mi-devi, of Sri^aila lineage and pupil of Annayarya 
and Kondinna Srinivasa-diksita, wrote another digest on the Sri- 
bhdsya^ called Tattva-mdrtanda, He probably lived in the latter 
half of the fifteenth or the beginning of the sixteenth century. The 
name of his grandfather was Anna -guru. He wrote Natva-darpana^ 
Bheda-darpana, Siddhanta-cintamam, Sdra-darpana, and Virodha- 
nirodha^. He is also known as Srisaila Srinivasa, and he wrote 
other books, e.g. Jijndsd-darpana, Naya-dyu-mani-dtpika, and 
Naya-dyu-mani-samgraha, The Naya-dyu-mani of Naya-dyu-mani- 
dipikd is not to be confused with the Naya-dyu-mani of Megha- 
nadari; for it is a summary in verse of Ramanuja’s bhdsya with a 
commentary in prose. The Naya-dyu-mani-samgraha is a work in 

‘ In his Virodha-nirodha he makes reference to a Mukti-darpana (MS. p. 8a), 
Jndna-ratna-darpana (MS. p. 87), and in his Bheda-darpana (MS. p. 96) he 
refers to his Gw^i-darpana, In his Virodha^nirodha he makes further reference 
to his other works, Advaita-vana-kuthdra and Bheda-mani (MS. p. 37), to his 
Bheda-darpaifa (MS. p. 68), and to his Sdra~darpana (MS. p. 66) and Tattva- 
mdrtanda (MS. p. 87). His Sdra-darpana gives the principal contents of Rama- 
nuja’s philosophy. In his Virodha-nirodha (MS. p. 37) he refers to a Virodha- 
bhanjana, by his elder brother Annayarya and to his own Siddhanta-cintdmani 
(MS. p. la). In referring to his elder brother he says that his Virodha-nirodha 
is largely a rearrangement of the arguments adduced by him in hU Virodha- 
6/ian7ana,someof which had been elaborated and others condensed and rearranged 
in his Virodha-nirodha. The Virodha-nirodha is thus admitted by the author to 
have been baaed materially on Virodha-bhaf^ana by Annayarya, his elder brother. 
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prose on the bhd^a of Ramanuja, and the first four sutras intended 
to refute the criticisms made by his opponents. The Naya dyu- 
mam-samgraha is a much smaller work than the Nayadyu-mani, 
which is often referred to by the author for details. It makes 
constant reference to objections against Ramanuja without 
mentioning the name of the critic. In the Nayordyu-mam the 
author has made detailed discussions which are summarized by him 
in this work^. Thus Srinivasa wrote three works Nayadyu-mcmiy 
Nayadyu-mani-satngrahay and Nayadyu-manidtpikd. In his 
Siddhanta-ciniamani Srinivasa tries mainly to uphold the theory 
that Brahman is the only cause of all creation, animate and in- 
animate. In this work he tries to refute at every point the theory of 
Brahma-causality, as held by Sankara. 

Again, Desikacarya wrote a commentary on the SridhasyOy 
called Prayoga-ratna-mdld. Narayanamuni wrote his Bhdva- 
pradipikdy and Purusottama his Subodhimzho as commentaries on 
the Sridhdsya. These writers probably lived some time about the 
seventeenth century. Vira-raghava-dasaalso criticized the Sn-bhdsya 
in the Tdiparyadipika, His name has already been mentioned in 
connection with his study, Raina-sdrinfy on Vatsya Varada's 
Tattva-sdra. Srinivasa Tatacarya wrote his Laghu-prakdsikdy Sri- 
vatsahka Srinivasa his Sridhd^a-sdrdrtha’samgrahay and Sathakopa 
hia Brahma-sutrdrtha-samgraha as commentaries on the Srt-bhdsya. 
These writers seem to have flourished late in the sixteenth century. 
Srivatsahka Srinivasa's work was further summarized by Rahga- 
carya in his Srivatsadddhdnta-sdra. Appaya-diksita, of the middle 
of the seventeenth century, wrote a commentary on the Brahma- 
sutrasy called Naya-mukha-mdlikdy closely following the ideas of 
RiLmanuja^. Rahga Ramanuja also wrote a commentary, called 

^ bhafyd-nuwom avatJrno vistlr^m yad avadatn Naya~dyumaifau 
sofftkfipya tat paroktir vikfipya karemi to^aimni vidufdm. 

Naya-dyu-jnam^saffigraha, MS. 

The general method of treatment followed in the book is to indulge in long 
discussions in refutation of the views of opponents and to formulate, as con- 
elusion, the positive contentions of the Visiftd-dvaita theory on the special points 
of interest. Thus at the end of a long discussion on the Brahma^sUtra, l. i. 2, he 
says : raddhdntas tu na janmd*dtndm vdefanatve vuesya-bheda^prasa^afii, avirud- 
dkavisefandnam Asraya-bhedakatvat na <aivam vUefOiffatva-vacchedena na vydvar- 
takatva-bhangah tad-an~diraya~jlvddi-vydvartak<Uvmaiva tad^cuiddheh, {Naya~ 
dyu^matti, MS. p. 126.) 

* Ixtkfmandrya-hrdayd'nusdring likhyate Naya~mdlikd. 

Naya-mufiha-mdlikd, printed in Kumbakonam, 1915, p. 3. 
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SdriToka-idstTSrtha-dipikdy on the Brahma-sutra^ following the in- 
terpretations of Ramanuja. His Mula-^bhava-prakasikd^ a com- 
mentary on the Sri-'bhdQ/a, has already been referred to in this 
section. He wrote also a commentary bn the Nydya-siddhdnjana of 
Vehkatanatha, called Nydya-siddhdnjana-vydkhyd, He was a pupil 
of Parakala Yati and probably lived in the sixteenth century. He 
wrote also three other works, called Visaya-vdkya-dipikdy Chanda-- 
gyopanisad-bhdsyay and Ramanuja-siddhanta-sdra. Ramanujadasa, 
called also Mahacarya, lived probably early in the fifteenth century, 
and was a pupil of Vadhuia Srinivasa. This Vadhula Srinivasa, 
author of the Adhikarana-sdrdrtha-dipikdy must be an earlier person 
than Srinivasadasa, author of the Yatindra-mata-dipikdy who was 
a pupil of Mahacarya. Mahacarya wrote a work called Pdrdsarya- 
vijayay which is a thesis on the general position of the Ramanuja 
Vedanta. He wrote also another work on the ^ri-bhd^a called 
Brahma-sutra-bhdsyopanydsa. Mahacarya^s other works are Brahma- 
vidya-vijayOy Veddnta-vijayUy Rahasya-traya-mimdmsdy Rdmdnuja- 
carita-culukay Astddaia-rahasydrtha-nirnayay and Car^a-mdrutay 
a commentary on the Sata-dusanl of Venkatanatha. He should be 
distinguished from Ramanujacarya, called also Vadihamsambuvaha, 
uncle of Venkatanatha. 

There is a work called Sri-bhdsya-vdrttihay which, unlike most 
of those above, has already been printed; but the author does not 
mention his name in the book, which is composed in verse. Sena- 
natha, or Bhagavat Senapati Misra, who is an author of later date, 
wrote ^driraka-nydya-kaldpa, Vijayindra Bhiksu was the author of 
Sdriraka-mimdmsd-vrttiy and Raghunatharya of Sdriraka-idstra- 
samgati-sdra. Sundararaja-de^ika, an author of the sixteenth 
century, wrote a simple commentary on the Sri-bhdsya called 
Brahma-sutra-bhdsya-vydkhyd, Venkatacarya, probably an author 
of the sixteenth century, wrote Brahniasutra-bhdsya-purva-paksa- 
samgraha-kdrikd in verse. This Venkatacarya was also known as 
“ Prativadibhake^ari.” He also composed Cam- 

pakej^a, who has already been referred to, wrote a commentary on 
the Sri-bhd^ay called Sri-bhdsya-vyakhyd. Venkatanatharya wrote 
a work called Sfi-bhd^a-sdra. Srivatsanka Srinivasacarya was the 
author of &rt-bhdsya-sdrdrtha-$afngraha, Srirangacarya composed 
Sri-bha^ya-siddhdnta-sdra and Srinivasacarya wrote a work called 
Srl-bhd^opanydsa. There arc two other commentaries, called 
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Brahma-sutra-bhd^a-samgraha-vivarana and Brahma-sutra-bhd^d- 
rambha-prayoyana-samarthana; but the names of the authors are 
missing in the manuscripts. Vehkatanatha, of the thirteenth 
century, wrote Adhikarana-sdrdvalt^ and Mahgacarya Srinivasa, 
AdkikaraM-sdrdrtha-dipikd. Varadarya or Varadanatha, son of 
Venkatanatha, wrote a commentary on the Adkikarana-sdrdvali 
called Adhikdra-cintdmanu There is another work on similar sub- 
jects called Adhikarana-yukti-vildsa; but, though the author offers 
an adoration to Srinivasa, he does not mention his name and it is 
difficult to discover who this Srinivasa was. Jagannatha Yati wrote a 
commentary on the Brahma-sutra on the lines of Ramanuja’s bhdsya, 
and it was called Brahma-sutra-dipikd, It will thus be seen that 
Ramanuja’s bkd$ya inspired many scholars and thinkers and a great 
literature sprang up on its basis. But it must be noted with regret that 
this huge critical literature on Ramanuja’s bhdsya, is not in general 
of much philosophical importance. Ramanuja’s Veddrtha-samgraha 
was commented on by Sudar^ana Suri of the fourteenth century, 
in Tdtparya-dipikd, He was the son of Vagvijaya, or Visvajaya, 
and pupil of V^tsya Varada. In addition to his study of Ramanuja’s 
bhd^a already referred to, he wrote a Sandhyd-vandana-bhdsya. 
Ramanuja’s Veddnta-dipa (a brief commentary on the Brahma-sutra) 
was dealt with by Ahobila Ranganatha Yati, of the sixteenth cen- 
tury. Ramanuja’s Gadya-traya was criticized by Venkatanatha, and 
Sudar^anacarya also wrote a commentary; Krsnapada, a later 
author, also wrote ariother commentary. Ramanuja’s commentary 
on the Gitd also was commented on by Venkatanatha. The Veddnta- 
Sara was a brief commentary on the Brahma-sutra by Ramanuja 
himself, based on his Sri-bhdsya, 

Ramanujacarya, called also^adihamsambuvahacarya of Atreya 
gotra^ son of Padmanabha and maternal uncle of Venkatanitha, 
lived in the thirteenth or fourteenth century; he wrote an im- 
portant work, called Naya-kuliia or Nydya-kuliia, which has been 
noticed before. He composed also Divya-$uri~prabhdva-dipikd^ 
Sarva-darsana-Hromam, and Mok^a-siddhi, to which he himself re- 
fers in his Nydya^kulisa^. It might seem that the Nydya-kulisa was 
one of the earliest logical or ontological treatises of the Vitiffd-dvaita 
school; but we find that there were other treatises of this type 

^ 1 have not been able to proC'^re a MS. of the Mok§a»tuidhi, and, ao far aa 
I can gueaa, the book ia probably loat. 
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written during this period and even earlier than Ramanuja. Thus 
Nathamuni wrote a Nydya-tattva, in which he refuted the logical 
views of Gautama and founded a new system of Logic. Visnucitta, 
a junior contemporary of Ramanuja, wrote two works, Prameya-- 
samgraha and San^atumdld, Varadavisnu Misra, who flourished 
probably in the latter half of the twelfth century, or the beginning 
of the thirteenth century, wrote a Mdna-ydthdtmya-nirnaya. 
Varada Narayana Bhattaraka, who flourished before Vehkatanatha, 
also wrote a Prajnd-paritrdna^, Parasara Bhattaraka, who also 
probably lived in the thirteenth century, wrote a Tattva-ratndkara^, 
These works have been referred to by Vehkatanatha in his Nydya- 
parisuddhi; but the manuscripts were not available to the present 
writer. Vatsya Varada’s works have been mentioned in a separate 
section. 

Vehkatanatha, called also Vedanta-de^ika, Vedantacarya, and 
Kavitarkikasiinha, was one of the most towering figures of the 
school of Visisfddvaita. He was born at Tupple in Kanjivaram in 
A.D. 1268. His father was Ananta Suri, his grandfather’s name was 
Pundartkaksa, and he belonged to the Visvamitra gotra; his mother 
was Totaramba, sister of Atreya Ramanuja, otherwise called Vadi- 
kalahamsambuvahacarya. He studied with his uncle Atreya 
Ramanuja, and it is said that he accompanied him to Vatsya 
Varadacarya’s place, when he was five years old. The story goes 
that even at such an early age he showed so much precocity that it 
was predicted by Vatsya Varada that in time he would be a great 
pillar of strength for the VUistd-dvaita-vada school and that he would 
repudiate all false systems of philosophy^. It appears that he also 
studied with Varadarya himself*. It is said that he used to live 
by uncha-vrttif receiving alms in the streets, and spent all his life in 

* He is said to have written another work called Nydya^sudarsana, men- 
tioned in the introduction to the Tattva-muktd-kaldpa (Mysore, 1933). 

^ He also wrote another work, called Bhagavad-guna-darpaim. 

’ utprekfyate budha janair upapatti-bhumnya 

ghantd hareh samajaniffa jaddtmanVtt 
pratifthdpita-veddntak pratikfipta-bahir-maiaft 
bhUyds traividya^mdnyas tvaift bhGri’-kalydrui-bhdjanam^ 

It is said that he was blessed by VaradaeSrya in the aforesaid verse, in which 
he describes Vehkatanatha as an incarnation of the bell of God. Vetifffovite 
Reformers of India, by T. Rajagopalachariar. 

* irutvd rdmdnujdrydt sad^asad^api tatas tattva-muktd kaltipam 
vydtdnld venkafeso varada-guru-krpd-lambkito-dddfna-bhGmd. 

Tattva-muktd-kaldpa, il, 2. 
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writing philosophical and religious works. In the savnkalpa- 
suryodaya he says that at the time when he was writing that work 
he had finished the Sri-^bhdsya for the thirtieth time. While he lived 
in Kanci and Srirahgam, he had to work in the midst of various 
rival sects, and Pillai Lokacarya, who was very much senior to him 
in age and was the supporter of the Tehgalai school, against which 
Vehkatanatha fought, wrote a verse praising him. Scholars are in 
general agreement that Venkafanatha died in 1369, though there is 
also a view that he died in 1371. He enjoyed a long life and spent 
much of his time in pilgrimage to various northern countries such as 
Vijayanagara, Mathura, Brindaban, Ayodhya, and Puri. The story 
of Vidyaranya’s friendship with Vehkatanatha may be true or false; 
but we know that Vidyaranya was acquainted with the Tattva^- 
muktd-kaldpa, and he quotes from it in his account of the Visisid- 
dvaita view in Sarva-darsana-samgraha, When VehkaUnatha was 
middle-aged, Sudar^ana Suri, writer of the iSruta-prakdsikd^ was 
already an old man, and it is said that he called Vehkatanatha to 
Srlrahgam and handed over to him his commentary on the 3 ri- 
bhdsya, so that it might get a greater publicity. Vehkatanatha him- 
self also wrote a commentary on the ^rt-bhdsya, called the Tattva- 
ftkd. Though an extremely kind man of exemplary and saintly 
character, he had many enemies who tried to harass and insult him 
in countless ways. A great difference in interpretation of the nature 
of prapattiy or self-surrender to God, was manifested at this time in 
the writings of different Srivaisnava scholars. Two distinct sects were 
formed, based mainly on the different interpretation of the nature of 
prapatti, though there were minor differences of a ritualistic nature, 
such as the marks on the forehead, etc. Of these two sects, the 
leader of the Vadakalai was Venkatanatha, and that of the Tehgalai 
was Pillai Lokacarya. Later on Saumya Jamatr muni became the 
accepted leader of the Tehgalai school. Though the leaders them- 
selves were actuated by a spirit of sympathy with one another, yet 
their followers made much of these little differences in their views 
and constantly quarrelled with one another, and it is a well known 
fact that these sectarian quarrels exist even now. 

It was during Vehkatanatha’s life that Malik Kafur, a general of 
’Ala-ud-din, invaded the Deccan in 1310. He easily conquered the 
countries of Warangal and Dvirasamudra and pushed to the 
extreme south, spreading devasUtibn and plundering everywhere. 
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In 1326 the Mahomedans invaded Srlrahgam and pillaged the 
city and the temple. About 1351 the Hindu Kingdom in Vijay- 
anagar was established by King Bukka I. When the Mahomedans 
pillaged the temple of Snrahgam, the temple-keepers had fled away 
to Madura with the God Ranganatha, who was established in 
Tirupati and was worshipped there. Bukka’s son Kampana began 
to make conquest in the south and eventually Gopana, a general of 
Kampana, succeeded in restoring Rahganatha to Srirahgam. This 
aflFair has been immortalized by a verse composed by Venkatanatha, 
which is still written on the walls of the temple of Srirangam, though 
certain authorities think that the verse was not by him, but is only 
attributed to him. This story is found in a Tamil work, called 
Kavilologu, and is also recorded in the Vadakalai Guru-parampard 
of the fifteenth century. During the general massacre at Srirahgam, 
Venkatanatha hid himself among the dead bodies and fled ulti- 
mately to Mysore. After having spent some years there he went to 
Coimbatore, and there he wrote his Abhiti-stavay in which he makes 
references to the invasion of the Mahomedans and the tragic con- 
dition at Srirangam. When he heard that by Gopana’s endeavours 
Rahganatha was restored to Srirahgam he went there and wrote a 
verse applauding his efforts^. 

Venkatanatha was a prolific writer on various subjects and also 
a gifted poet. In the field of poetry his most important works are 
the Yadavabhyudaya, Hamsa-samdesa, Subhdsita-nivi, and Sam- 
kalpa-suryodaya, an allegorical drama in ten acts. The Yadaza- 
bhyudaya was a work on the life of Krsna, which was commented 
upon by no less a person than Appaya-diksita. The Subhdsita-nivi^ 
a didactic poem, was commented upon by Srinivasa Suri of the 

' dnlya'nlla-srnga-dyuti-rncita-jagad-ranjanad anjanadres 

cencydm dradhya kaH cit samayam atha mhatyotfdhanufkdns ttdufkdn 
lakpnl-bhuntydv*ubhdbhydm safia nija-nagare sthdpayan rangandtham 
samyag-varydm saparydm punar akrta yaio-darpaiuitn goppand-ryah. 

The verse appears in Epigraphica Indica^ vol. vi, p. 330. 

This fact has also been recorded in Doddyacarya’s Vedanta^desika^vaibhava- 
prakdsikd and YatJndra-pravana in the following verse : 

jitvd tuluskdn bhuvi goppanendro 
rangd-dhipam sthdpitavdn sva-dese 
ity'evam dkarnya guruh kavlndro 
dhrstavad yas tarn ahani prapadye. 

According to the commentary, the aforesaid Vatbhava-prakdHkd, Veh- 
katanatha was born in 1269 and died in 1369. Goppanirya's reinstallation of 
Srlrahganatha took place in 1371. 
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iSn^aila lineage, son of Venkatanatha. He lived in all probability in 
the fifteenth century. Vehkatanatha’s other poem was Hama- 
sandesa. In his Samkalpa-suryodaya he dramatically describes, after 
the pattern of the Prabodha-candro-daya, the troubles and difficulties 
of the human soul in attaining its final perfection. He wrote about 
thirty-two adoration hymns such as the Haya-griva-stotra^ and Deva~ 
ndyaka-pancdsdt and Pddukd-sahasra-ndma. He also wrote many 
devotional and ritualistic pieces, such as the Yajnopavita-pratisthd^ 
Arddhana-krama, Hari-dina-tilaka, Vaiivadeva-kdrikd, Sri-panca- 
rdtra-raksd, Sac-caritra-raksd and Niksepa-raksd. He also col- 
lected from various sources the verses regarding the doctrine of 
prapatti, and wrote the Nydsa-vitnsati and a further work based on 
it, called the Nydsa-tilaka, which was commented upon by his son 
Kumara-VSdanta-de^ika in a work called Nydsa-tilaka-vydkhyd, 
Due notice of his Pancardtra-raksd has been taken in the section 
on Pancardtra of the present volume. He wrote also a work called 
Silpdrtha-sdra^ two works on medicine called Rasa-bhaumdmrta and 
Vrksa-bhaumdmrta, a Puranika geography called Bhu-gola-nirnaya^ 
and a philosophical work called Tattva-muktd^kaldpa in verse with 
his own commentary on it called Sarvdrtha^-siddhi^ which have been 
noticed in some detail in the special section on Venkatanatha. This 
work has two commentaries, called Ananda-ddyini or Ananda-vallart 
(in some manuscripts) or Nrsimha-rdjtya and Bhdva-prakdsa^ of 
which the latter is of an annotative character. The commentary 
called Ananda-ddyint was written by Vatsya Nrsimhadeva, son of 
Narasimha-suri, and Totaramba and Devaraja Suri. Nrsimhadeva’s 
maternal grandfather was Kausika-Srlbhasya-Srlnivasa, who was 
also his teacher. He had another teacher, named Appayacirya. 
This Devaraja Suri was probably the author of the Vimba-tattva- 
prakdsikd and Caramopdya-tdtparya. Nrsimhadeva’s other works 
were Para-tativa’-dtpikd^ Bheda^dhihkdra^nyakhdra^ Mani-sdra- 
dhikkdra, Siddhanta-nirnaya, a commentary on Vehkatanatha's 
Nik^epa-rak^d^ called Nrsirnha-rdfiya, and a commentary on the 
iSata-dusani, This Nrsimhadeva lived probably in the sixteenth 
century. The commentary called Bhdva-prakdia was written by 
Navyarahge^a. He describes himself as a disciple of Kalijit; but 
this must have been a different Kalijit from the well-known 
Lokacarya; for the Bkdva-prakd^kd commentary, as it refers to the 
topics of the Ananda-ddyini^ is a later one. It must have been 
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written late in the sixteenth or at the beginning of the seventeenth 
century. 

Vehkatanatha also wrote the Nyaya-parisuddhi^ a compre- 
hensive logical work of the ViHstd-dvaita school. It was criticized 
by Srlnivasadasa, son of Devarajacarya, who was a disciple of 
Vehkatanatha. He may have been an uncle and teacher of Nrsimha- 
deva, author of the Ananda-dayini. His commentary was called 
Nydya-sdra, The Nyaya-parisuddhi had two other commentaries, 
Nikdsa^ by Sa^hakopa Yati, a disciple of Ahovila and Nydya-pari- 
iuddhuvydkhyd^ written by Krsnatatacarya. 

Vehkatanatha wrote a work supplementary to the Nydya-pari-- 
iuddhi^ called Nydya-siddhd-njana^ the contents of which have been 
noted in the separate sections on Vehkatanatha. He also wrote 
another work called Para-mata-bhahga^ and a polemical work called 
Sata-dusam. The name iSata-^dusani signifies that it contains a 
hundred refutations; but actually, in the printed text available to 
me, I can trace only forty. The best-known commentary, by Rama- 
nujadasa, pupil of Vadhula Srinivasa, is called Ca^a-mdruta. All 
important discussions contained in the ^ata-dusani, which are 
directed mainly against the Sahkara school, have been duly 
noticed in a different section. It had another commentary, by 
Nrsimharaja, which is also called Canda-mdrutay and another, by 
Srinivasacarya, called Sahasra-hiram. 

Vehkaunatha, in addition to his Tattva-fikd commentary on 
the Sri-bha^Cy wrote a summary of the general topics of the Sri- 
bhd^a discussion, called Adhikarana-sdrdvaliy which was com- 
mented upon by his son Kumara Vedantacarya or Varadanatha, in 
a work called AdhikararM-sdrdvali-vydkhyd or Adhikarana- 
cintdmam. He also wrote two small pamphlets, called Cakdra- 
samarthana and Adhikarana-darpana; a commentary on the 
Isopani^at; one on Yamuna’s Gitdrtha-samgrahay called Gitdrtha- 
samgraha-raksdy and a commentary on Ramanuja’s Gitd-bhd^Qy 
called Tdtparya-candrikd, He also criticized Ramanuja’s Gadya- 
traya, in a work called Tdtparya-dipikd, and wrote commentaries 
on Yamuna’s Catuh-iloki and Stotra-ratndkaray which are called 
Rahasya-raksd. In addition he composed thirty-two works in the 
mam-pravdla style, some of which have been translated into 
Sanskrit. These works are Sampraddya-parisuddhiy Tattva-padaviy 
Rahasya-padaviy Tattva-navanitaniy Rahasya-navanitamy Tattva- 
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mdtrkd, Rahasya^mdtrkdy Tattva-sandesa, Rahasya-sandeia, Raha- 
sya-sundeia-vivarana, T attva-ratndvdUy Tattva-^ratndvaU-samgrahay 
Rahasya-'ratndvaliyRahasya-ratndvaU-^hrdayayTattva-traya-culukay 
Rahasya-traya^culuka, Sdra^dipay Rahasya^traya^sdray Sdra^sdra, 
Abhaya^praddna^sdray Tattva-Hkhd^mani, Rahasya-sikhd^maniy 
ArgoH-vaibhavay Pradhdnd-iatakay Upahdra-samgrakay Sara- 
samgrahoy J^Yodha-parthdrOy Muni-vdhana-bhogay Madkura-kavi- 
hrdayay Pdeffma-pada-sopdfuiy Para-mala-hhafigay Hastigiri-mdhdt- 
myOy DravtdopanisaUsdray Dravidopanisat-tatparyavali and Nigama- 
parimala. The last three are works summarizing the instructions 
of the Aivars. He was the author of twenty-four poems in the 
Tamil language^. 

Vehkatanatha also wrote a small pamphlet called Vddi-traya- 
khandanay in which he tried to refute the views of Sankara, Yadava- 
praka^a, and Bhaskara. Most of the arguments are directed against 
Sankara, whereas the views of Yadavaprakasa and Bhaskara were 
but slightly touched. He also wrote two works on Mimamsa, called 
Mimdtnsd-pddukd and Sesvata-mtrndmsd, In the last work Veh- 
katanatha tries to interpret the Mimdmsd-sutra of Jaimini in a 
manner different from that of Sahara. His main intention was to 
interpret the Mimdmsd-sutra in such a manner that it might not be 
in conflict with the Brahma-sutray but might be regarded as a com- 
plementary accessory to the teachings of the Brahma-sutra. Thus, 
in interpreting the first sutra of Jaimini, he says that the injunction 
of reading the Vedas is satisfied with the mere study of the Vedas. 
The injunction does not include an enquiry into the meaning of the 
texts and a study of the Mimamsa, which comes out of the natural 
desire for knowing the meanings of the texts and their applications. 
The study of the Mimamsa may therefore be undertaken even after 
the final bath of the brahma-cdrin. Thus, a man may, after finishing 
his obligatory studies as a brahrna-cdrin in the house of his teacher, 
still continue to live there for the study of Mimamsa, but the latter 
is no part of his obligatory duty. Again, in defining the nature of 
dhatmay Venkatanatha says that dharma is that which contributes to 
our good and is also in accordance with the injunctions^. Though 

^ ' The list of these Tamil works, which were not accessible to the present 
writer, has been collected from the introduction to the Mysore edition of the 
Tattva^muktd-kaUipa, 

• Codand4ak9anatva-wietitam tvdrthc ^Odhanatvafu dharma»lak^anam, Bvara^ 
nOmdffud, p. <8. 
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the word dharma may be otherwise used by some persons, yet its 
accepted meaning, as defined above, remains unaltered. The 
instructions of the StHrtis, Purdnas, Pancardtras, Brahma- 
sutras, etc., are to be regarded as dharma^ as being based upon the 
Vedas, which are their source. The validity of the nature of dharma 
cannot be determined by a reference to any olYitr pramdna than the 
scriptural texts. In all matters of doubt and dispute the Mtmdmsd- 
sutra should be interpreted in such a manner that it does not come 
in conflict with the views of Badarayana, who was the teacher of 
Jaimini. 

Vehkatanatha’s son was also a great writer on Vedanta. He was 
called Kiimara Vedantacarya, Varadarj^a or Varadanatha or Varada 
Desikacarya or Varadaraja Suri or Varadanayaka Suri or Varada- 
guru. He wrote a Tattva-traya-culuka-samgraha^ a work in Sanskrit 
prose, in which he summarizes the contents of the 'Famil- 
Tattva-traya-culuka of Vehkatanatha, describing the fundamental 
Srivaisnava doctrines regarding soul, matter and God^. His 
other works are Vyavaharaika-satyatva-khandana, Prapattukdrikd^ 
Rahasya-traya-culuka, Carama-guru-nirnayay Phala-bheda-khan- 
danUy Arddhana-satngrahay Adhikarana-cintdmaniy Nydsa-tilaka- 
vydkhydy Rahasya-traya-sdrdrtha-samgraha. The last three works 
are commentaries on Vehkatanatha’s Adfiikarana-sdrdvali, Nydsa- 
tilakay and Rahasya-traya-sdra, Varadarya lived till the end of the 
fourteenth or the beginning of the fifteenth century. 

Meghanadari lived probably in the twelfth and the early thir- 
teenth centuries. He was closely associated with his elder brother 
Rama Misra, a pupil of Ramanuja. He wrote a Naya-prakdsikdy a 
commentary on the iSrt-bhd^ay Bhava-prabodha, Mumuk^-pdya- 
samgrahay and Naya-dyu-mani. The last work is one of the most 
recondite works on the Visi§fd-dvaita school of thought, and its main 
contents have been noted in a separate section. He was the son 
of Atreyanatha and Adhvara-nayika. He had three brothers, 
Hastyadrinatha, Varadarat, and Rama Mi^ra. 

Ramanujadasa or Mahacarya wrote a Brahma-sutra-bhdsyopa- 
nydsay a commentary on the ^ri-bhdsya. He wrote also a Pdrdsaryay 
in which he tried to show that the commentaries of Sankara, 
Madhva and others were not in consonance with the Sutras of 


' It is also called cid-acid-isvara-tattt^a^nirQpaifat or Tattva-traya. 
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Badarayana. Some account of this will be found in the fourth 
volume of the present work. He also wrote a Ramdnuja-carita- 
ctduka^ Rahasya-traya-mimdmsd-bhdsya, and Ca^a-mdruta, a 
learned commentary on the Sata-dusani of Venkatanatha. Sudar- 
^anaguru wrote a commentary on his Veddnla^-mjayay called 
Mangala-dtpikd, He wrote a big treatise called V edanta-vijaya^ 
which was divided into several more or less independent, though 
inter-related parts. The first part is Qurupasatti-vijaya^ in which 
the methods of approaching the teacher are discussed. The manu- 
script is fairly voluminous, containing 273 pag^s, and the modes of 
discussion are on the basis of Upanisadic texts. The second partis 
called Brahma-vidyd-vijaya (a MS. containing 221 pages), in which 
he tries to prove, on the basis of Upanisadic texts, that Brahman 
means Narayana and no other deity. The third part, called Bad- 
vidyd-vijayOy contains seven chapters and is philosophical and 
polemical in spirit. I have in a later section given an account of 
its principal contents. The last part is called Vijayolldsa (a MS. of 
158 pages), in which he seeks to prove that the Upanisads refer to 
Narayana alone. I have not been able to trace the fourth part. 
Sudarianaguru wrote a commentary on this Veddnta-vijaya, 
This Sudarsana is different from Sudar^anacarya. He wrote also 
an Advaita-vidyd-vijaya, a work in three chapters, based prin- 
cipally on Upanisadic texts. The three chapters are Prapanca- 
mithydtva-bhanga, Jivesvaraikya-bhanga^ and Akhandarthatva- 
bhahga. He also composed another work, called Upanisad-mangala- 
dtpika^ which was not accessible to the present writer. He describes 
himself sometimes as a pupil of Vadhula Srinivasa and sometimes 
as a pupil of his son Prajnanidhi. He lived probably in the fifteenth 
century. He was the disciple of Vadhula Srinivasa, who wrote the 
Tuhkd commentary on the Sruta-prakdsikd, 

Rahga Ramanuja Muni lived probably in the fifteenth century. 
He was the disciple of Vatsya Anantarya, Tatayarya, and Parakala 
Yati or Kumbha-kona Tatayarj^a. He wrote a commentary on the 
Sribhdsyay called Mula-bhdva-prakdsikdy and one on the Nydya- 
siddhdnjanay called Nyaya-siddhanjana-vydkhyd. He also wrote a 
Dramidopanisad-bhasya, Visaya-vdkya-dipikd, Rdmdnuja-siddhdnta- 
sdra, a commentary on the Chandogyo^pani^ad^ called Chandogyo- 
pantsad-prakdsikdf and one on the Rrhad-drunyako-panisat-prakd- 
sikd. He wrote an independent commentary on the Brahma-sutra^ 
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called SarvrakaSdstrdftha-dipikd. Aufrecht reports, in his Cota- 
logus Catalogoruniy that he wrote also the following works (which, 
however, are not accessible to the present writer): Upanisad-vdkya-- 
vivarana, Upamsat-prakdhkd, Upanisad-bhdsya^ Dravidopanisat- 
sdra-ratndvaluvydkhydy Kathavally-upanisat-prakdiikdy Kausita- 
kopanisaUprakdsikdy Taittirlyopanisat-prahdsikdy Prmnopanisat- 
prakdsikdy Mdndukyopanisat-prakdHkdy Mu^akopanisat-prakdHkdy 
Svetdivataropanisat-prakdiikdySruta’-bhdva-prakdsikdyGuru-bhdva- 
prakdsikd^, 

Rahga Ramanuja’s teacher, Parakala Yati, otherwise called 
Kumbha-kona I'atayarya, wrote the following works: Dravida- 
irututattvdrtha-prakdsikdy Tiruppaldndu-vydkhyanay Tiruppalavai- 
vydkhydnay Kanninnun-sirattdmbu-vydkhydnay Adhikdra samgraha^ 
vydkhyd. He wrote also a Vijaytndra-pardjaya in refutation of the 
Para-tattva-prakdsikd of Vijayindra. 

Siinivasadasa, of the lineage of Madhava, son of Devarajacarya 
and a pupil of Vehkatanatha, wrote a Nydya-sdrUy a commentary 
on the Nyaya-parisuddhiy and also a commentary called Sata- 
dusant-vydkhyd-sahasra-kiranL It is possible that the Srlnivasadasa 
who wrote the VUistd-dvaita-siddhantay Kaivaly-sata-dusaniy 
Durupadesa-dhikkdray Nydsa-vidyd^vtjayay Mukti-sabda-vicdray 
Siddhy-upaya-sudarsana, Sdra-niskarsa-tlppani and Vddddri-kulisa 
is the same ^s the author of the Nydya-sdra. He lived late in the 
fourteenth and in the fifteenth century. This Srinivasa must be 
distinguished from Srlsaila Srinivasa, whose works have been 
treated in a separate section. Srisaila Srinivasa also lived probably 
in the fifteenth century. 

We have another Srinivasa, who wrote an Adhikarana-sdrartha- 
dipikd. On some interpretations of the colophon he may probably be 
styled as Vadhula Srinivasa, in which case he would be the teacher 
of Mahacarya^. 

There is another Srinivasa, who was the pupil of Mahacarya, alias 
Ramanujadasa, and son of Govindarya. He wrote a commentary on 
the ^ruta-prakdsikd and also the Yatindra-mata-dipikdy or Yati- 
pati-mata-dipikd. The author says that in writing this elementary 
treatise on the fundamental principle and doctrines of Srlvais- 

* See Aufrecht’s Catalogus Catalogorum, pp. 488-9. 

• On the other interpretation the adjective Vadhula-kula-tilaka applies to his 
teacher Samara-pungavacdrya. This Srinivasa was known also as Mahgacarya 
Srinivasa. 
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navism he collected his materials from a large number of ancient 
treatises.^ 

The book Yatindra-mata-dtpikd contains ten chapters. The first 
chapter enumerates the different categories, gives the definition of 
perception and shows how other sources of knowledge, such as 
memory, recognition, and non-perception, can all be included 
within this definition. It then gives a refutation of the various 
theories and establishes the theory of sat-khydti. It denies the claim 
of verbal cognition to be regarded as a case of perceptioa, refutes 
the definition of indeterminate cognition, and does not admit the 
possibility of any inference regarding God. 

In the second chapter the writer defines “inference,” classifies 
it and enumerates the rules regarding the validity of it and also gives 
a list of fallacies that may arise out of the violation of these rules. 
He includes analogy {upamiti) and proof by implication {arthdpatti) 
in the definition of inference and names the different modes of 
controversy. 

In the third chapter we get the definition of “verbal testimony.” 
The authority of the scriptures is established, and an attempt has 
been made to show that all words convey the sense of Narayana the 
Lord. 

The fourth chapter is longer than all the others. The author here 
refutes the categories of the Nydya school of thought such as the 
universals, the relation of inherence, the causality of the atoms, and 
gives his own view about the genesis of the different categories, the 
mind-stuff, the body, the senses, the five primordial elements of 
earth, air, heat, water, sky, and so on. 

The fifth chapter gives an account of time and establishes its all- 
pervasive and eternal nature. The sixth chapter enumerates the 
eternal, transcendental attributes of pure sattva^ which belongs both 
to isvara and jtva. 

The seventh chapter is more philosophical. It contains a de- 

* evam Drdvida-bhdfya — Nydya-tattva~~ Siddhi-traya — Sri-bhdsya — Dlpa- 
sdra —Veddrthasamgraha - Bhdfya-tnvaratui — Sumglta-fndld — Sad-artha-sam~ 
kfepa, Sruta-prakdsikfi — Tattva-ratndkara — Prajnd-paritrdna — Prameya-santgra- 
ha — Nydya-kulisa— Nydya^sudariana— -Mdna^ydthdtmya-nirrMya— Nydya^tdra — 
Tattva-dipana— Tattva-nirrmya - - Sarvartha-siddhi - - Nyaya-pariiiiddhi — Nyd- 
ya^siddhdnjana — Paramata-bhahga - ■ * Tattva-traya-culuka — Tattva^-tra^m-niru- 
parui — Ta ttva^traya-pracanda-mdrula ~ Veddnta^vijaya — Pdrdsaryya-vtjayd*di - 
pUnvd'cdrya-prabandhd-nusdrena jndtsvydrthdn samgrhya bdlabodhdrtham Vaiin^ 
dfa-tnata-dlpikd'khya~idTlraku~p<ir^hhd^(rydni te pratipaditah. Yatindra-maia- 
dlpikd, p. loi. 
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tailed discussion as to how knowledge may be both an attribute and 
a substance, so that it may be a quality of the self and also con- 
stitute its essence. Attempts are here made to show that all mental 
states, including that of feeling, can be reduced to that of know- 
ledge. Devotion and the attitude of self-surrender are discussed 
and the three courses, knowledge, action, and devotion, are 
elaborated. The writer also brings out the futility of the means of 
salvation prescribed by other systems of thought. 

In the eighth chapter the author enumerates the attributes com- 
mon to both jiva and tsvara, and deals at great length with the true 
nature of the individual self, refuting the theory of the Buddhists 
on this point. He gives also a description of the devotees and their 
twofold classification, and enumerates the attributes of the 
emancipated jivas. 

The ninth chapter is devoted to the definition of God, and 
establishes Him as the instrumental, material and the accessory 
cause of the world. It refutes the theory of mdyd of the monists 
{advaitins) and gives an account of the fivefold aspects of God such 
as vibhavas, avatdras, etc. The tenth chapter enumerates and de- 
fines ten categories other than substance, such as the sattva, rajas^ 
tamaSy sabda, sparse^ and the relation of contact, etc. 

There was another Snnivasadasa, of the Andan lineage, who 
was author of a Natva-tattva-paritrdna, He tried to prove that the 
word Narayana is not an ordinary compound word, but a special 
word which stands by itself indicative of the name of the highest 
God. There was yet another Srinivasa, called Srinivasa Raghava- 
dasa and Canda-maruta, who wrote a Rdmdnuja-siddhdnta- 
samgraha, 

TThis Srinivasa again must be distinguished from another 
Srinivasa of the lineage of Sathamarsana, who wTOte at least one 
work known to the present writer, Ananda^tdratamya-khandana. 
In this small treatise he tries to refute, by a reference to scrip- 
tural passages, the view that there are differences in the state of 
salvation. 

A few other Srinivasas and their works are also known to the 
present writer, and it is possible that they flourished in the fifteenth 
or the sixteenth century. These are Srivatsanka Mi^ra, who wrote 
a small work called iSrt-bhdsya-^sdrdrtha-samgraha; Srinivasa 
Tatarya, who wrote Laghu-bhdva-prakdsikd\ Srisaila Yogendra, 

9 


D III 
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who wrote a work called Tydga-sabddrtha-fip ml; Sn^aila Ragha- 
varya, grandson of Vehkatanatha, who wrote a Veddnta-kaustubha; 
Sriiailaddsa, son of Rahgadasa, who wrote Siddhdnta-samgrdha; 
Sundararajadesika, author of Brahma^sutra-bhd^a^vydkhyd (an 
elementary commentary). These minor writers flourished probably 
in the sixteenth, seventeeth and eighteenth centuries. 

Srinivasa-diksita, son of Sri^aila Srinivasa Tatayarya, grandson 
of Annayarya, and a pupil of Acarya-diksita, wrote a work called 
Virodha-varuthini-prarndthini. This must be distinguished from the 
Virodha-varuthim-prarndthini of Rahgacarya dealt with in a different 
section. Srinivasa-sudhI also wrote Brahma-jndna-nirdsa, which 
records the controversy which the author had with Tryambaka 
Pandita, a follower of Sankara. It generally follows a line of argu- 
ment adapted in the 3ata-dusam in refuting the monistic Vedanta 
of Sankara. It is difficult to say whether the works Naya-mani- 
kalikdy Lakpnandrya-siddhdnta-samgrahay and Hari-guna-manitndld 
should be attributed to this author or to the Srinivasa who wrote 
the Virodha-nirodha. 

Sudar^ana Suri, who lived in the thirteenth and fourteenth 
centuries, of the lineage of Harita, son of Vagvijaya and pupil of 
Vatsya Varada, has been already mentioned. He wrote a treatise on 
the commentary of Ramanuja from whose works all succeeding 
writers drew their inspiration. The title of his commentary is 
Sruta-prakdiikd^ which incorporates, often word for word, what he 
heard from his teacher Vatsya Varada^. He also wrote a Sandhyd- 
vandana-bhasya^ Veddnta-samgraha-tdtparya'-dipikdy a commentary 
on the Veddrtha-samgraha of Ramanuja, and another work, called 
Sruia-pradipikd. He was often called Vedavyasa Bhattarya. This 
Sudar^ana must be distinguished from Sudar^anaguru who wrote 
a commentary on the Vedanta-^vijaya of Mahacarya. Sathakopa 
muni, who was a pupil of Sathari Suri and often known as Safha- 
kopa Yati, lived probably towards the end of the sixteenth century. 
He wrote the following works: Brahma-laksam-vdkydrtha- 
samgrahay Brahma-sabddrtha-vicdray l^dkydrtha-samgrahay Brahma- 
sutrdrtha-samgrahay B^ahma-lak^ana-vdkydrthay Dtvya-prabandha 
and Bhdva-prakdHkd-du§anoddhdra, The last work is an attempt at 

^ gurubhyo* rthah irutahL sabdnis tat-prayuktaii ca yqjitab 

saukaryaya hubhUtsUndni sarpkaHayya prakdiyate. 

Introductory verses to the Sruta-prak&Hkd. 
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refutation of the criticism of the Bhdva-prakdiikd, a commentary 
on Sruta-prakdHkd^ by Varada Visnu Suri. 

Ahobila Rahganatha Yati, who flourished at the beginning of 
the fifteenth century, wrote a Nydsa-vitJrti, in which he deals with 
the topics of nydsa as expounded in Vehkatanatha's Nydsa-tilaka. 
Adivaraha Vedantacarya wrote a Nydya-ratndvalL Kremitatacarya, 
who flourished in the fifteenth century and belonged to the Srisaila 
lineage, wrote a commentary on the Nyaya-parisuddhi, called 
Nydya-^pariiuddhuvydkhyd and some small treatises called Durdrtha’^ 
dutikaroMy Brahma-sabddrtha^vicdra and Natva’-candrikd, Krsna- 
pada-lokaguru, probably of the same century, wrote a Rahasya- 
traya-mimdmsd-bhd^a, Divya-prabandha^vydkhydy Catuh-sloki^ 
vydkhydy and a number of 1 amil works. CampakeSa, of the fifteenth 
century, wrote a Guru-tattva-prakdsikdy and a Vedantor-kantako^ 
ddhdra. In the last work he tried to refute the criticisms of the 
Sri-bhasya*. He was a pupil of Vehkatanatha. Another Tatacarya, 
who was grandfather of Vehkatadhvari, the author of the Visva-- 
gunddarsCy wrote a Tdtdcdrya-dina-caryd, He was the maternal 
uncle of Appaya-diksita. Again, Desikacarya, who wrote the 
Prayoga-ratna-mdld as a commentary on the ^ri-bhdsya, also wrote 
a book on the commentary on Vehkatanatha’s Panyikd on the 
Taittiriyopanisaty which was called the Asti’^brahmeti-sruty-artha- 
vicdfa,'' Doddayacarya, who lived probably in the fifteenth century, 
wrote a Parikara-vijayay often referred to in Mahacarya’s works, 
and a life of Vehkatanatha, called Veddnta-desika-vaibhava* 
prakdsikd. Narayana muni wrote a Bhdva-pradtptkd, Gitdriha- 
samgrahUy GUd-sdra-raksd, Gitd-samgraha-vibhdgay Rahasya-traya- 
jivdtu. He was the son of Srisaila Tatayarya, grandson of Anantarya 
and pupil of Ramanujacarya, probably Mahacirya. He lived per- 
'haps late in the fifteenth century. Nrsimharaja, who wrote a com- 
mentary on the Sata-dusanly called Sdta-dusani-vydkhydy was 
probably the same person who wrote an Ananda-dayini on the 
Tattva-muktd-kaldpa, Nrsimhasuri, a much later writer, wrote a 
Sarira^bhdvddhikarana-vicdra and Tat-kratu-nydya-vicdra, Para- 

^ Suddhasattvalaksan^irya wrote a work called Guru-bhdva-prakasikd as a 
commentary on the Sruta-prakdiikd, which he based upon the Guru-taitva^ 
prakdsikdof Campakesa. He was the disciple of S^uddhasattv&c&rya, son of Saumya 
jAmStr muni. In his commentary' he constantly refers to the Tslikd commentary 
of VAdhula Srlnivftsa. He lived probably in the sixteenth century, and may have 
been a contemporary of Matiftcftrya. 
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vastu Vedantacarya, son of Adivarahacarya, composed a Vedanta^ 
kamtubha. Purusottama wrote a commentary on the l5n-hhd^a 
called Subodhiniy and Bhagavat Senapatr Misra wrote a Sdriraka- 
nydya^kald. 

Pela Purade^ika wrote a work called Tattva-bhdskara. It is 
divided into two parts, in the first of which he tries to ascertain the 
meaning of mdyd and elucidates the nature of God on the basis of 
Dravidian and Sanskrit texts. The second part is of a ritualistic 
nature. Rahgaraja, who lived probably in the sixteenth century, 
was the author of Advaita-vahiskdra. Rahganathacarya wrote an 
Astddasa-bheda-'Vicdra^ Purusdrtha-ratndkara, Vivdddrtha-sam- 
graha, Kdryddhikaraiui-veda and Karyddhikarana-tattva. The con- 
tents of .the last two works have been dealt with in a different 
section. He lived perhaps in the sixteenth century, and was a pupil 
of Saumya Jamatr muni. A Ramanuja called Vedanta Ramanuja 
wrote a Divya-suri-prabhava-dipikd and a Sarva-darsana^stromam. 
Riminujadasabhiksu wrote Sauri-Tdja-carandravinda-iarand-gati- 
sdra^ and Rama Subrahmanyasastri Visnu-tattva-rahasya. These 
two writers flourished probably in the seventeenth or late in the 
sixteenth century. 

Atreya Varada wrote a Rahasya-traya-sdra-vydkhydy a com- 
mentary on Vehkatanatha’s Rahasya-traya-sdra, Varadadasa wrote 
Nydsa-vidyd^bhusana and Vadi Kesari Misra the following: 
Adhydtma-cintdy Tattva-dipa-samgraha-kdrikdy Tattva-dipa and 
Rahasya-traya-kdrikd, These small works are of little value. Only 
the Tattva-dipa contains some philosophical materials inspired by 
the Sruta-prakdsikd of Sudarsana. Vira-raghava-dasa, son of 
Vadhula Narasimha and pupil of Vadhula Varadaguru, produced 
a commentary on the ^ri-bhdsya^ called Tdtparya-dipikdy and one 
on Vatsya Varada’s Tattva-sdrUy called Ratna-sdrini, Venkata 
SudhI wrote a voluminous work in four chapters, called Siddhanta- 
ratndvaliy in which he tried to prove that Narayana and not Siva is 
the supreme Lord and the cause of the world, and dealt with many 
sectarian doctrines which are of no philosophical value. He was 
the pupil of Vehkatanatha and son of Tatacarya of Sathamarsana 
lineage. Some notice of the work will be taken in the section on 
Pancardtra, Venka^adasa, called also Vucci Veiikatacarya, the 
third son of Annayarya, of Sathpmarsana lineage, composed a work 
called Veddntakdrikdvali. VehkaUdhvari wrote a work called Yati- 
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prativandana-khandana, Ayyanna wrote Vyasa-tStparya-rdrMya 
and Annavayyangacarya, Trmia-prasno-ttara, Kesara-bhu^ar^ and 
iSri-tattva-darpana. Gopalatata wrote Satahoti-dusam-parihara, 
Govindacarya Pramdna-sdra and Jagannatha Yati Brahma-sutra- 
dipikd. Devanatha wrote Tattva-mrtMyayTyhana 2 k\XT«izRdmdniya- 
nava-ratna-mdUkd, Nllameghatat&carya Nydsa-vidydrtha-vicqra, 
Rangacarya ^rivatsa-siddhdnta-sdra, Raghunathacarya Bdla- 
sarasvati and Sangati-sdra. Righavacarya wrote Rakasya-traya- 
sdra-samgraha, Ramanatha Yogi Sadd-cdra-bodha, Ramanuja 
Gdyatri-sata-dusani and Tirumalacarya of Bharadv^a lineage 
Nattvopapatti-bhanga. 

Annayarya, brother of Sri^aila Srinivaia, wrote Saptati-ratna- 
mdlikd, Vyavahdrikatva-khttndana-sdra, Mithydtva-hkandana, Ac- 
drya-vitnsati, Ananda-tdratamya-khandana. Appaya-diksita of the 
sixteenth century commented on the Brahma-sHtra in accordance 
with the views of Ramanuja, in a work called Naya-mukha-mdlikd. 
Anantarya of the nineteenth century wrote a number of works of 
which the following have been published: Nattva-tattva- 
vibhusam, ^atakoti-kkandana, Nydya-bhdskara, Acdra-hcana (a 
refutation of widow-remarriage), Sdstrdrambha-samarthana, Sam- 
dsa~vdda, Visayatd-vdda, Brahma-sakti-vdda, Sdstratkya-vdda, 
Moksa-kdranata-vdda, Ntrvisesa-pramdna-vyuddsa, Samvin-ndn- 
dtva-samarthana, Jndna-ydthdrthya-vada, Brahma-laksana-vdda, 
Iksaty-adhikarana-vicdra, Fratijnd-vada, Akdsddhikaram-vicdra, 
3ribhdsya-bhdvdnkura, Laghu-sdmdnddhiharanya-vdda, Guru-sdm- 
anudhikaranya-vada, Sdrira-vdda, Siddhanta-siddhdnjana, Vidhi- 
sudhakara, Sudarmna-sura-druma, Bheda-vdda, Tat-kratu-nydya- 
vicdra, Drsyatvd-numdna-nirdsa. These treatises are mostly short 
papers, though a few are more elaborate. The Nydya-bhdskara is a 
refutation of the Gauda-brahmdnandi commentary on the Advaita- 
siddhi, in refutation of the Nydydmrta-taraAgini. It consists of 
twelve topics, and the refutations are mostly of a scholastic nature 
following the style of the new school of logic in Bengal which found 
fault with the definitions of their opponents. Some of the most im- 
portant works of this writer have been referred to in the relevant 
places of this work. 
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The Influence of the Arvars on the 
followers of Ramanuja. 

We have already referred to the Divya-prabandhas^ written by 
the Arvars in Tamil, which exerted a profound influence on all 
teachers of the Siivaisnava school^. Kure^a (Tirukkurukaippiran 
Pillai) wrote a commentary of 6000 verses on a selection of Namm’- 
airar’s one thousand verses called the Sahasra-gfti. Para^ara 
Bhat^arya wrote a commentary of 9000 verses. Under the direc- 
tions of Kalijit (Lokacarya) Abhaya-prada-raja wrote a commentary 
of 24,000 verses. Krsnapada, pupil of Kalijit, wrote another com- 
mentary of 3600 verses. Saumya Jamatr muni wrote 12,000 verses 
interpreting the views of Namm'-arvar. The commentaries of 
Abhaya-prada-raja on the Divya-ptabandhas helped the later 
teachers to understand the esoteric doctrine of the later works. The 
commentaries on the Divya-prabandhas written by Saumyajamatr 
muni, the younger brother of Pillai Lokacarya, had already become 
rare in the time of Abhirama Varacarya, the translator of the 
Upadesa-ratna-mdld and the grandson of Saumya Jamatr muni. 

It is thus seen tliat Parasara Bhattarya, the successor of Rama- 
nuja in the pontifical chair, and his successor Vedanti Madhava, 
called also Nanjiyar, and his successor Namburi Varadaraja, called 
also Kalijit or Lokacarya I, and his successor Pillai Lokacarya, all 
wrote works dealing not so much with the interpretation of Rama- 
nuja’s philosophy, as with the interpretation of devotion as dealt 
with in the Sahasra-giti and the Divya-prabandhas. Their writings 
are mostly in Tamil, only a few have been translated into Sanskrit, 

' These Divya-prabandhas arc four thousand in number. Thus Poygaiy-ftjrvfir 
wrote Mudal-tiru~vantddi of 100 stanzas; Bhutatt'-flrvar, Irandam-tiru-vantddi of 
100 stanzas ; PSy-ArvSr, MunrSm-tiru-vantadi of 100 stanzas ; Tiru-maxi$ai Piran, 
Ndn-mukam Tiru-vmtSdi and Tiru-chanda-muttam of 96 and 120 stanzas 
respectively; Madhura-kaviy-ayvar wrote Ka^inun-siruttambu of ii stanzas; 
Nftmm*-ftrvftr wrote Tiru^vruttam of 100 stanzas, Tiru-vdsirlyam, Periya- 
tiru’-vantddi of 87 stanzas and Tiru-vdy-mori of 110a verses; Kula-^khara Peru- 
mSl wrote Perumdl-tirumoli of 105 stanzas, Periy-drvdr-tvruppalSndu and Periy- 
drvdr-timmofi of 12 and 461 stanzas, Andal, Tiruppdyai and Ndcchiydr^tirumofi 
of 30 and 143 stanzas; Toi.idar-adi-po^iy-arvar, Tiru-palliy^eruchi and riru- 
mdUd of 10 and 45 stanzas respectively; Tiru-pkn-firvar, Amalanddi-pirdn of 
10 stanzas; Tiru-mahgaiy-arvkr wrote Periya-tirjmofi of 1084 verses, Tiru- 
khurunddn^kam of 20 stanzas, TirunedunddvujUikam of 30 stanzas, Tiruvelukur- 
tirukkai of 1 stanza, Siriya-iirumadal of 77 stanzas and Periya-timmadal of 148 
stanzas, thus making a total of 4000 verses in all They are referred to in the 
Upadesa^ratna^mdla of Saumya Jftm&tir muni (junior) and in its introduction by 
M. T. Narasimhiengar. 
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and in the present work notice is taken only of the Sanskrit works of 
these writers (mostly in the manuscript form) which have been 
available to the present writer. Both Pillai Lokacarya and Saumya 
Jamatr muni, called also Vadikeiari, were .sons of Krsnapada, but 
this Saumya Jamatr muni must be distinguished from a later 
Saumyajamatr muni, called also Yatindrapravanacarya, who was a 
much more distinguished man. . Parasara Bhattarya was probably 
born before a.d. 1078 and he died in a.d. 1165. He was suc- 
ceeded by Vedanti Madhava or Nanjiyar, who was succeeded by 
Namburi Varadaraja or Lokacarya I. He was succeeded by Pillai 
Lokacarya, a contemporary of Vehkatanatha, and Sruta-praka^ika- 
carya or Sudar^ana Suri. It was in his time that the Mahomedans 
attacked Srlrahgam. as has already been mentioned in connection 
with our account of Vehkatanatha. The Mahomedans were ex- 
pelled from Srirahgam by Goppanarya, an^ the image of Rahga- 
natha was re-installed in a.d. 1293. was at this time that the 
famous Saumya Jamatr muni (junior) was born. The senior Saumya 
Jamatr muni, younger brother of Pillai Lokacarya, called also 
Vadikesarl, wrote some commentaries on the Divya-prabandhas^ a 
work called Dipa-prakdsa, and PiyarulUceyalare^rahasya. He is 
referred to by the junior Saumya Jamatr muni, called also Vara- 
vara muni, in his Upadesa^ratna-mdld, Tattva-traya-bhd^a and 
Srtvacana-bhusana-vydkhyd, We cannot be sure whether the 
Adhydtma-cintdmani, in which Vadhula Srinivasa is adored as his 
teacher, was written by Saumya Jamatr muni. Mahacarya also de- 
scribed himself as a pupil of Vadhula Srinivasa, and, if the senior 
Saumya Jamatr and Mahacarya were pupils of the same teacher, 
Mahacarya must have lived in the fourteenth century. If, however, 
the junior Saumya Jamatr wrote the Adhydtma-cintdmani, Maha- 
carya will have to be placed at a later date. 

The present writer has been able to trace only three books in 
Sanskrit by Pillai Lokacarya: Taitva-traya, Tattva-sekhara, and 
Srivacana-bhusana^. The Tattva-traya is a very useful compendium 
of the Srivaisnava school of thought, in which the nature of the in- 
animate (art/), the souls, God and their mutual relations are dealt 

* Some of his other works arc Mumukfu-ppadi, Prameya-iekhara^ Nava^ 
ratna-mdld, Tani-pranava, Fraparma-paritrdf^, Yddrcchika-ppa^i, Dvayam, 
Artha-padcaka, Sdta-samgraha, Paranda-padi, Sarnsdra-sdmrdjyam, Sriyafi-pati- 
ppadi, Caramam, Arcir~^i, Nava-vidha-sambandha. Vide footnote in Tattva-^ 
iekhara, p. 70. 
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with. There is an excellent commentary by Varavara muni. The 
Tattva-iekhara is a work in four chapters. The first chapter quotes 
scriptural evidences in support of the view that Naraya^a is the 
highest God and the ultimate cause; in the second chapter he de- 
scribes the nature of self by reference to scriptural testimony. The 
same description of the nature of self is continued in the third 
chapter. In the fourth chapter he deals with the ultimate goal of 
all souls, self-surrender to God. He says that the ultimate summum 
bomm (purufdrtha) consists in the servitude (kaidkarya) to God 
roused by love of Him {priti-harita), due to the knowledge of one’s 
own nature and the nature of God in all His divine beauty, majesty, 
power and supreme excellence. Not all servitude is undesirable. 
We know in our ordinary experience that servitude through love is 
always pleasurable. In the ordinary idea of emancipation, a man 
emphasizes his own self and his own end. This is therefore inferior 
to the summum honum in which he forgets his own self and regards 
the servitude of God as his ultimate end. Lokacarya then refutes 
the various other conceptions of the ultimate goal in other schools 
of philosophy. He also refutes the conception of the summum 
bonum as the realization of one’s own nature with a sense of supreme 
subordination {para-tantratvena svd-nubhava-mStram na punt- 
fdrthah)' This is also technically called kaivalya in the Srlvaisnava 
system. Our ultimate end is not cessation of pain, but enjoyment of 
bliss. Positive bliss is our Bnal aim. It is held that in the emanci- 
pation as described above the individual realizes himself in close 
association with God and enjoys supreme bliss thereby; but he can 
never he equal to Him. Bondage (bandha) is true and the removal of 
bondage is also true. Prapatti, or self-surrender to God, is regarded 
as a means to cessation of bondage This prapatti may be direct 
(a-vyavafuta) and indirect (vyavafiita). In the first case the selt- 
surrender is complete and absolute and done once for alH. The in- 

^ Prapatti is defined as follows : 

bhagavad-djndtivartana^nivrttubhagavad^dnuklUyih-iarva-iaktitvd-nusandhana- 
prabhrti^sahitah yachd-garbho vijrmbha’-rOpa^jtidna-viiefah; tatra jneydkdra 
Uvarasya nirapekfa^sddhanatvatfijHdndkaro vyavasdyd-tmakatvam ; etac ca idstrd- 
rthatvdt sakft kartavyam, Tattva-iekhara, p. 64. 

Just as the Sahkarites hold that, once the knowledge regarding the unity of 
the individual with Brahman dawns through the realization of the meaning of 
such texts, there remains nothing to be done.. So here also the complete self- 
surrender to God is the dawning of the nature of one’s relation to God, and, when 
this is once accomplished, there is nothing else to be done. The rest remains with 
God in His adootion of the devotee as His own. 
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direct prapatti is the continual meditation on God through love of 
Him, along with the performance of the obligatory duties and the 
non-commission of prohibited actions. This is decidedly the lower 
stage; the more deserving ones naturally follow the first method. 

The main contents of Pillai Lokacarya's Sri-iuacana-bhusana 
follow in a separate section in connection with the account of the 
commentary on it and sub-commentary by Saumya Jamatr muni 
(junior) and RaghOttama. The Srivacana’-bhusana consists of 484 
small sentences longer than the Sutra-phr^ses, but often shorter than 
ordinary philosophical sentences. Lokacarya followed this style in 
his other works also, such as his Tattva-traya and Tattva-sekhara. 

Ramya-jamatr muni or Saumya Jamatr muni, called also 
Manavalama muni or Periya-jiyar, was the son of Tikalakkidandan- 
tirunavIrudaiyapiran-Tatar-annar, a disciple of Pillai Lokacarya 
and grandson of Kollikavaladasar, who was also a disciple of Pillai 
Lokacarya. He was bom in the Tinnevelly district in a.d. 1370 and 
lived for seventy-three years, that is till a.d. 1443. He first obtained 
training from Srl^aile^a, called also Tiru-marai Arvar, in Tiru- 
vay-mori. One of the first works of his early youth was a poem called 
Yati-rdja-vif^ati, in honour of Ramanuja, which is incorporated 
and published in Varavara muni's Dina-caryd, On account of his 
deep devotion for Ramanuja he was also known as Yatlndra- 
pravana, and wrote a commentary on a short life of Ramanuja 
called Prapanna-sdvitrl or Rdmdnuja-nurandddi of Timvarangatt- 
amudandr. After completing his studies under Sii^aile!>a he re- 
mained at Srirahgam and studied the commentaries on the Dizya- 
prabandhaSy the Srtvacana-bhusana and other Drdvida Veddnta 
works. In his study of the Divya-prabandhas and the Gitd-bhdsya 
he was helped by his father Tatar-annar. He also studied with 
Kidambi-Tirumalai-Nayinar, called also Krsnade^ika, the Sri- 
bhdsya and Sruta-prakdsikd, He also studied the Acdrya-hrdaya 
with Annayacarya, called also Devarajaguru, of Yadavadri. He re- 
nounced the world, became a sannydszriy and attached himself to the 
Pallava-matha at Srirangam, where he built a vyakhydna-mandapa, 
in which he used to deliver his religious lectures. He was very pro- 
ficient in the Dravida Veddnta^ produced many works in the mani- 
pravdla style (mixture of Sanskrit and Tamil), and had hundreds of 
followers. He had a son, called Ramanujarya, and a grandson, 
called Visnucitta. Of his pupils eight were very famous: Bhat^- 
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natha, Srlnivasa-yati, Devarajaguni, V^hQla Varada Nar&yana- 
guru, Prativadibhayahkara, l^manujaguru, Sutakhya, and Sri- 
vanacala Yoglndra. These eight disciples were great teachers of 
Vedanta^. He taught the Bhd^a to Rahgaraja. There were many 
ruling chiefs in South India who were his disciples. Among his 
works the following are noteworthy, Yati-rdja-vimiatiy Gita- 
tatparya-dipay a Sanskrit commentary on the Gttay Sti-bhdsyd- 
rathuy Taittiriyo-panisad-bhdsyay Para-tattva-nirmiya, He wrote 
also commentaries on the Rahasya-trayay Tattva-traya and Sri- 
vacana-bhusana of Pillai Lokacarya and the Acdrya-hrdaya of the 
senior Saumya Jamatr muni, called also Vadike^arl, brother of 
Pillai Lokacarya; commentaries on Priydlvar-tiru-moriy Jndna-sdra 
and Prameya-sdra of Devaraja, and the Sapta-gdthd of Viramsolai- 
ppillai; glosses on the authorities quoted in the Tattva-trayay 
Srivacana~bhu§anay and commentaries on the Divya-prabandha 
called the Idu; many Tamil verses, such as Tiruvaymori’^nurundddiy 
Artti-prabandhay Ttruvdrddhana-kranuiy and many Sanskrit 
verses. He occupied a position like that of Ramanuja, and his 
images are worshipped in most Vaisnava temples in South India. 
Many works were written about him, e.g. Varavara-muni^'dina- 
carydy Varmara-munuiatakay Varavara-muni-kdvyay Varavara-- 
mum-campUy Yatindra-pravarm-prabhdvay Yatindra-prava^-bhadra- 
campuy etc. His Upadesa-ratna-mdld is recited by Srivaisnavas after 
the recital of the Divya-prabandha, In his Upadesa-ratna-mdld he 
gives an account of the early Aj^ars and the Ajragiyas. It was trans- 
lated into Sanskrit verse by his grandson Abhirama-varacarya, 
whose Asfdddsa-bheda-nirnaya has already been noted in the present 
work. He also WTOte another book called Naksatra-mdlikd in praise 
of Sathakopa^. 

Though Mr Narasimhiengar says that a commentary on the 
&rlvcicana-bhusam was written by Saumya Jamatr muni (junior) in 
the manipravdla style, yet the manuscript of the commentary, with a 
sub-commentary on it by Raghuttama, which was available to the 
present writer, was a stupendous volume of about 750 pages, all 
written in Sanskrit. The main contents of this work will appear in 
a separate section. 

* Sec PrapanndmTta, Ch. 122. 

* The present writer is indebted for some of his information regarding the 
works of Saumya Jam&tf muni to M. f. Narasimhiengar'a Introduction to the 
English translation of the Upadesa^raina^tndld. 
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THE PHILOSOPHY OF YSMUNAcARYA 

Though in later days Bodhayana is regarded as the founder of the 
Vaisnava systems, yet, as his commentary on the Brahma-sutras is 
not now available, we may look upon Yamuna as being the earliest 
of the latter-day Vaisnava philosophers. We hear that many other 
people, such as Tanka, Dramida and Bharuchi. wrote in accordance 
with the teachings contained in the commentary of Bodhayana, en- 
deavouring to refute the views ot other systems of thought. 
Dramida wrote a Bhdsya which was elaborated by Srivatsahka 
Misra and is frequently referred to by Yamuna. The sage Vakula- 
bharana, called Sathakopacarya, also wrote an elaborate treatise in 
the Tamil language on the bhakii creed, but this also is hardly 
available now. Thus the history of modern Vaisnavism should, for 
all practical purposes, begin with Yamunacarya, who flourished 
during the latter part of the tenth and the earlier part of the 
eleventh century. Yamunacarya was said to be the preceptor of 
Mahapurna from whom the great Ramanuja had his initiation. 
So far as I am aware, Yamuna wrote four books, namely, Siddht^ 
traya, Agama-prdmdnya, Purtisa-ninnaya, and Kdsmtrdgama. Of 
these only the first two have been printed. 

Yamuna’s doctrine of Soul contrasted with 
those of others. 

We have seen that from the Carvakas to the Vedantists there had 
been many schools of philosophy and each of them had its own 
theory of soul. We made but a scanty reference to Carvakism in the 
first volume, and we have generally omitted the discussions against 
Carvakism in which other systems usually indulged. The most im- 
portant of the doctrines held by the Carvakas is that there is no self 
other than the body; some of them, however, regarded the senses 
as the self, and others as Manas. They held that there were only 
four elements and that out of them life and consciousness sprang 
forth. Our notion of self also referred to the body, and there was 
no separate soul, apart from the body. The C§rvaka literature 
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has, however, vanished from India, and we can know only from 
references in other works that their original writings were also in 
the form of Sutras'^, 

Yamuna’s philosophy was directly opposed to the doctrine of 
the Carvakas. It is best therefore that we should deal here with 
Yamuna’s theory of soul in connection with the pretensions of the 
Carvakas. Yamuna takes his stand on the notion of self-conscious- 
ness. He says that our preception “ I know” distinctly points to the 
self as the subject, as distinguished from the perception of the body 
as “this is my body,” which is closely akin to other objective per- 
ceptions such as “this is a jug,” “this is a piece of cloth.” When I 
restrain my senses from external objects and concentrate myself on 
myself, I have still the notion of my self as “ I,” which arises in me 
without the least association of my hands or feet or any other parts 
of the body. The body as a whole cannot be said to be indicated by 
my perception, when none of the parts of the body shine forth in it. 
Even when I say “I am fat,” “I am lean,” the notion of “I” does 
not refer to the external fat or lean body, but to some mysterious 
entity within me with which the body is wrongly associated. We 
should not forget that we also say “this is my body” as we should 
say “this is my house,” where the body is spoken of as being dif- 
ferent from the self as any external object. But it may be objected 
that we also say “my self” {mamdtmd)\ but this is only a linguistic 
usage which expresses that difference, whereas the entity perceived 
is just the same and identical. The confusion which is felt in the 
fact that the notion of “I ” refers to the body is due to this, that the 
self has no perceivable shape or form as have ordinary external ob- 
jects (such as jug, cloth, etc.), by virtue of which they are dis- 
tinguished from one another. Thos^ who are not sufficiently dis- 
criminating cannot rest content with the formless self, and conse- 
quently confuse the soul with the body, more particularly because 
they find that corresponding to any and every desire of the soul 
there is a corresponding change of the body. They think that, since, 
corresponding to any mental change, such as new feeling, thought, 
or desire, there is a corresponding physical or physiological change 
of the body, there is no other soul different from the body. But, if 

^ The first sUtra of Bfhaspati is atha, taUvant vydkhydsydmah ; the second is 
pritkivy^ap-tejo-^vdyuf iti tattvdni and the .third is tebhyai caitanyatfi kinvddu 
hkyo mada^iaktivat. 
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we try to find out by a deeper self-introspectiou what we mean by 
“ I,*’ we find that it is an entity, as the subject, as the ‘‘ I,” as distinct 
from the objects which are not self and which are indicated as this 
or that. Had the notion “I know*’ referred to the body, the bodily 
parts would surely have been manifested in the notion, as external 
objects shine forth in all external perception as this or that. But it 
is not so; on the contrary, by introspection I find that the self is an 
entity which is independent in itself, and all other things of the 
world are for the sake of my self; I am the enjoyer^ whereas every- 
thing else is the object of my enjoyment; I am not for the sake of 
any body; I am an end in myself and never a means for anything 
else {a-pardrtha). All combinations and collocations are for the 
sake of another, whom they serve; the self is neither the result of 
any collocation nor does it exist for the sake of serving another. 

Moreover, consciousness cannot be regarded as being a product 
of the body. Consciousness cannot be thought to be like an in- 
toxicating property, the product of the four elements ; for the com- 
bination of the four elements cannot produce any and every sort of 
power. There is a limit to the effects that a certain cause can pro- 
duce; in the production of the intoxicating property it is the atoms 
which happen to possess that property; intoxication is not to be 
compared with consciousness; nor has it any similarity to any 
physical effect; nor can it be thought that there are atoms in which 
the property of consciousness is generated. Had consciousness been 
the result of any chemical change, such as we find in the produc- 
tion of the red colour by the combination of lime with catechu, 
there would have been particles of consciousness {caitanya) pro- 
duced, and our consciousness would then have been the sum total 
of those particles of consciousness, as in the case of any material 
chemical product; the red colour produced by the combination of 
lime with catechu belongs to an object every particle of which is 
red; so, if consciousness had been a chemical product of the 
material of this body, there would have been generated some 
particles of consciousness, and thus there would have been per- 
ceptions of many selves in accordance with each particle of con- 
sciousness, and there would be no identity of consciousness and 
experience. Thus it must be admitted that consciousness belongs 
to an entity, the soul, which is different from the body. 

Nor can consciousness belong to the senses; for, if it belonged 
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to each of the senses, then that which was perceived by one sense 
(e.g. the eye) could not be perceived by another sense (e.g. the touch), 
and there would not rise the consciousness “I touch that which I 
had seen before.*’ If all the senses together produced conscious- 
ness, then we could not perceive anything with one sense (e.g. the 
eye), nor could we have any consciousness, or the memory of the 
object of any particular sense after that sense was lost; when a man 
was blinded, he would lose all consciousness, or would never re- 
member the objects which he had seen before with his eyes. 

Nor can the manas be regarded as dtman; for it is only an organ 
accepted as accounting for the fact that knowledge is produced in 
succession and not in simultaneity. If it is said that the manas 
may be regarded as being a separate organ by which it can know 
in succession, then practically the self, or dtman^ is admitted; the 
only difference being this, that the Carvakas call manas what we 
(Yamuna and his followers) call dtman. 

The Vijndnavddin Buddhists held that knowledge, while self- 
manifesting, also manifested the objects and so knowledge should 
be regarded as the self (dtman). Against these Buddhists Yamuna 
held that, if any permanent seat of knowledge was not admitted, 
then the phenomenon of personal identity and recognition could 
not be explained by the transitory states of self-manifesting know- 
ledge; if each knowledge came and passed, how could one identify 
one’s present experiences with the past, if there were only flowing 
states of knowledge and no persons.^ Since there was no perma- 
nence, it could not be held that any knowledge persisted as an 
abiding factor on the basis of which the phenomenon of self- 
identity or recognition could be explained. Each knowledge being 
absent while others came, there was tio chance of even an illusion 
of sameness on grounds of similarity. 

The doctrine of the Sankara school, that there is one qualityless 
permanent pure consciousness, is regarded by Yamuna as being 
against all experience. Thus, consciousness is always felt as be- 
longing to a person and as generated, sustained for a time, and then 
lost. At the time of deep sleep we all cease to possess knowledge, 
and this is demonstrated by our impression on waking that we have 
slept for so long, without consciousness: If the antahkaroMy which 
the Advaitins regard as the substraturn of the notion of *T,” had 
been submerged during the sleep, then there could not have been 
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on waking the notion that “I slept so long.** Nobody has ever ex- 
perienced any pure knowledge. Knowledge as such must belong 
to somebody. The Sahkarites say that the rise of knowledge means 
the identity of the knowledge with the objects at the time. But this 
is not so; for the truth of the knowledge of an object is always with 
reference to its limitations of time and space and not to the in- 
trinsic quality of the thing or the knowledge. The assertion also that 
knowledge is permanent is without any foundation; for whenever 
any knowledge arises it always does so in time and under the limita- 
tions of time. Nobody has ever experienced any knowledge divested 
of all forms. Knowledge must come to us either as perception or 
as inference, etc.; but there cannot be any knowledge which is 
absolutely devoid of any forms or modifications and absolutely 
quality less. The Sankarites regard the self as pure consciousness or 
anubhutif but it is apparent that the self is the agent of anubhuti, or 
the knower, and not knowledge or pure consciousness. Again, as in 
Buddhism, so in Sahkarism, the question of recognition remains 
unsolved; for recognition or personal continuity of experience 
means that the knower existed in the past and is existing even now 
— as when we say, ‘T have experienced this** — but, if the self is 
pure consciousness only, then there cannot be any perceiver per- 
sisting in the past as well as in the present, and the notion “ I have 
experienced this*’ is not explained, but only discarded as being 
illusory. The consciousness of things, however, is never generated 
in us as “ I am conscipusness,** but as “I have the consciousness of 
this”; if all forms were impure impositions on pure consciousness, 
then the changes would have taken place in the consciousness, and 
instead of the form ‘T have consciousness” the proper form of 
knowledge ought to have been “I am consciousness.” The Sah- 
karites also hold that the notion of the knower is an illusory im- 
position on the pure consciousness. If that be so, the consciousness 
itself may be regarded as an illusory imposition ; if it is said that the 
pure consciousness is not an imposition, since it lasts till the end — 
the stage of emancipation — ^then, since the result of right know- 
ledge {tattva-jndna) is this, that the self ceases to be a knower, false 
knowledge should be welcomed rather than such a right knowledge. 
The notion “ I know ” proves the self to be a knower and apart from 
a knower so manifested no pure consciousness can be experienced. 
The notion ”1” at once distinguishes the knower from the body, 
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the senses, the manas^ or even the knowledge. Such a self is also 
called a sak^ (perceiver), as all objects are directly perceived by it. 

The Sdmkhya view is that it is the ahankdra or buddhi which may 
be regarded as the knower ; for these are but products oiprakrti^ and 
thus non-intelligent in themselves. The light of pure consciousness 
cannot be regarded as falling on them and thereby making them 
knowers by the reflection of its light; for reflection can only 
happen with reference to visible objects. Sometimes it is held by the 
Sahkarites that true consciousness is permanent and unchangeable, 
that the ego {ahankdra) derives its manifestation from that and yet 
reveals that in association with itself, just as a mirror or the surface 
of water reflects the sun; and, when these limitations of ahahkdra, 
etc., are merged during deep sleep, the self shines forth in its own 
natural light and bliss. This also is unintelligible; for if the ahah- 
kdra, etc., had all been manifested by the pure consciousness, how 
can they again in their turn manifest the consciousness itself? 
Actually it cannot be imagined what is the nature of that mani- 
festation which pure consciousness is made to have by the dhait- 
kdra, since all ordinary analogies fail. Ordinarily things are said to 
be manifested when obstructions which veil them are removed, or 
when a lamp destroys darkness, or when a mirror reflects an object; 
but none of these analogies is of any use in understanding how 
consciousness could be manifested by ahankdra. If, again, con- 
sciousness requires something else to manifest it, then it ceases to 
be self-manifesting and becomes the same as other objects. It is 
said that the process of knowledge runs on by successive removals 
of ajhdna from the consciousness. Ajhdna {na-jhdna — not know- 
ledge) may be understood as absence of knowledge or as the mo- 
ment when some knowledge is going to rise, but such an ajndna 
cannot obstruct consciousness; the Sankarites hold, therefore, that 
there is an indefinable positive cgndna which forms the stuff of the 
world. But all this is sheer nonsense. That which manifests any- 
thing cannot make that thing appear as a part of itself, or as its own 
manifestation. The ego, or ahankdra, cannot also manifest another 
consciousness (which is different from it) in such a way that that 
consciousness shall appear as its own manifestation. So it has to be 
admitted that the self is not pure consciousness, but the self- 
conscious ego which appears io all our experience. The state of 
deep sleep {supipti) is often put •forward as an example of pure 
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consciousness being found unassociated with other limitations of 
ego, etc. But this is not possible, as we have already seen. More- 
over, when the later experience of the waking moment testifies that 
“ I did not know anything,” it can well be urged that there was ho 
pure consciousness during deep sleep; but that the ego existed is 
proved by the fact that at the waking moment the perception which 
identifies the ego (ahankdra) as the self, also testifies that the ego as 
the self had persisted during deep sleep. The self which shines 
forth in us as the ego therefore remains the same during deep sleep; 
but it has no knowledge at that time. After rising from deep sleep 
we feel “I did not know anything, I did not know even myself.” 
The Sahkarites assert the experience that during deep sleep there 
is no knowledge even of the ego. This, however, is hardly true; for 
the perception ‘T did not know even myself” means that during 
deep sleep all the personal associations (e.g. as belonging to a par- 
ticular family, as occupying a particular position, etc.) were absent, 
and not that the ego itself was absent. When the self is conscious of 
itself, there is the notion of the “I,” as in ‘T am conscious of my- 
self.” During deep sleep also, when no other objects are mani- 
fested, there is the self which is conscious of itself as the ego or the 
”1.” If during emancipation there was no consciousness as the 
self, the ego, the ”1,” then it is the same almost as the absolute 
nihilism of the Buddhists. The sense of *T,” the ego, is not a mere 
quality extraneously imposed on the self, but the very nature of the 
self. Even knowledge shines forth as a quality of this ego or “I,” 
as when we say ” I know it.” It is the ” I ” who possesses the know- 
ledge. Knowledge thus appears to be a quality of the ”1.” But no 
experience of ours ever demonstrates that “I” is a quality of pure 
knowledge. We say ” I have this knowledge” and not that the know- 
ledge has the “ I.” If there is no ” I,” no one who experiences, no 
subject who is existent during emancipation, who would strive to 
attain emancipation? If even the ”1” is annihilated after emanci- 
pation, who would care to take all the trouble, or suffer the religious 
restraints, etc., for such an undesirable state? If even ”1” should 
cease to exist, why should I care for such a nihilistic state ? What 
am I to do with pure consciousness, when ” I ” ceases to exist? To 
say that “I” is such an object as “you” or “he” or “this” or 
“that,” and that this “I” is illuminated by pure consciousness, is 
preposterously against all experience. The “I” manifests of itself 
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without the help of any other manifesting agency, now as well as 
during emancipation; for the manifestation of the self has always 
the sole form of **!’*; and, if during emancipation the self mani- 
fests, it must do so as “ I.” From the sacred texts also we find that 
the emancipated sages, Vamadeva and Manu, thought of their own 
selves as the “I.” Even God is not devoid of this notion of His 
personality as “I,” as is attested by the Upanisad sayings, in which 
He declares: “I have created this world.*’ The notion of “T* is 
false when it is identified with the body and other extraneous as- 
sociations of birth, social rank, etc., and when it gives rise to pride 
and boastfulness. It is this kind of ahankdra which has been re- 
garded as false in the scriptures. The notion ‘T,” when it refers to 
the self, is, indeed, the most accurate notion that we can have. 

All our perceptions of pleasure and pain also are manifested as 
qualities of the “I,” the self. The “T* manifests itself to itself and 
hence must be regarded as being of non-material stuff {ajada). The 
argument, that since the notion of “T* is taken along with know- 
ledge {sahopalambha), knowledge alone exists, and that “ I ” is not dif- 
ferent from it, may well be repudiated by turning the table and with 
the same argument declaring that '' I ” alone exists and that there is 
no knowledge. All persons experience that knowledge is felt to be 
as distinct from the ** I,” the knower, as the known object. To say 
that self is self-manifesting by nature is not the same thing as to say 
that the self is knowledge by nature; for the self is independent of 
knowledge; knowledge is produced as a result of the perceptual 
process involving sense-contact, etc.; the self is the knower, the 
“I,” which knows things and thereby possesses knowledge. 

The “I,” the knower, the self, manifests itself directly by self- 
consciousness; and hence those whohave attempted to demonstrate 
the self by inference have failed to do so. Thus, the Naiyayikas 
think that the self is proved as that in which qualities such as 
knowledge, desire, pleasure, pain, etc., inhere. But, even though by 
such an inference we may know that there is something in which 
the qualities inhere, it cannot be inferred therefrom that this thing 
is the self in us. Since nothing else is found in which knowledge, 
willing, etc., might inhere, it may as well be argued that knowledge, 
etc., are not qualities at all, or that there is no law that qualities must 
necessarily inhere in a thing. They are regarded as gums (qualities) 
only by their technical definition; and .the Naiyayikas can accept these 
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zsguiuiSy and on that ground infer that there must be some other entity, 
self (which is not testified by any other proof), as the basis in which 
the aforesaid j'unar may inhere. It is hardly justifiable to accept a 
new substance, soul (which cannot be obtained by any other proof), 
simply on the ground that there must be some basis in which 
must inhere; it is the maxim of the opponents that gunas must exist 
in some substance and that there are knowledge, willing, etc., which 
they are pleased to call gunas ; one cannot take further advantage in 
holding thereby that, since there is no other substance in which 
these so-called gunas (knowledge, willing, etc.) might inhere, the 
existence of some other substance as the self must be inferred. 

The Samkhyists also make the same mistake, when they hold 
that all the movements of this non-intelligent prakrti must be for 
the sake of the purufa, for whom the prakrti is working. The objec- 
tion to such a view is this, that even though such entities for which 
the prakjrti is working may be inferred, yet that cannot prove that 
those entities are not themselves also combinations of many things 
and objects requiring further superintendents for themselves; or 
that the puru^as should be the same pure intelligence as they are 
required to be. Moreover, that alone can be the end of a certain 
combination of events or things, which can be in some way bene- 
fited, moved or affected by those combinations. But the purufaSy 
as the passive pure intelligence, cannot in any way be affected by 
the prakrti. How then can they be regarded as the end for which 
the prakrti works ? I'he mere illusion, the mere semblance on the 
part of the purufa of being affected or benefited cannot be regarded 
as a reality, so that by it the purposes of the movements of the 
prakrti might be realized. Moreover, these so-called affections, or 
illusions of affection, themselves belong to prakrti and not to the 
purusas; for the purusas^ as pure intelligences, are without the 
slightest touch of modifications of the gunas. All mental modifica- 
tions are, according to the Sdmkhya, but modifications of the buddhi, 
which, being unintelligent, cannot be subject to illusion, error, oi 
mistake. Moreover, no explanation can be found in the supposition 
that the reflection of the puru§as falls upon the buddhi; for, as the 
purusa is not a visible object, it cannot be reflected in the buddhi. 
If it is said that there is no real reflection, but the buddhi becomes 
like the pure intelligence, the purusa^ then that also is not possible; 
for, if the buddhi is to become as qualityless as the purufos, then all 
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mental states have to be abrogated. If it is said that the boddhi does 
not become like pure intelligence, but as if it was as intelligent as 
the pvrufa, then that also is not possible; for purufa is according to 
the Samkhya pure intelligence, not intelligent. There is no in* 
telligent knower in the Samkhya, and that is its trouble. If it is said 
that what is meant by the belief that purufa is the end of all guna- 
movements is simply this, that, though it is absolutely incapable of 
any change or transformation, yet by its very presence it sets the 
in motion and is thus the end for which all the guna modifica- 
tions take place, just as if the purttsa were a king for whom the 
whole dominion works and fights. But since the purusa, unaffected 
by them, is only the seer of them all, this also is not possible ; for the 
analogy does not hold, since the king is really benefited by the 
movements of the people his dominions but the parufa, which 
merely implies seeing, cannot be regarded as a seer. 

The nature of the self, as we have described it, is also attested 
by the verdict of the Upardfods. This self is directly revealed in its 
own notion as “ I,” and pleasure, pain, attachment, antipathy are 
but its states, which are also revealed along with the revelation of 
its own self as the “1." This self is not, however, perceived by any 
of the senses or even by the organ manas, as Kumarila supposed. 
For the question arises as to when, if the self is believed to be per- 
ceived by the manas, that takes place? It cannot take place pre- 
cisely at the moment when the knowledge of an object arises; for 
then the notions of the self and the objects, as they occur at the 
same moment, could-not so appear that one (the self) was the 
cognizer or determiner, and the others (the objects) were the cog- 
nized or the determined. If the knowledge of the objects and the self 
arose at two different moments aS separate acts, it would be difficult 
to conceive how they could be related as cognizer and cognized. So 
it cannot be held that the self, though it always manifests itself to us 
in self-consciousness, could yet be perceived by any of the senses or 
the manas. Again, Kumiuila held that knowledge was a new product, 
and that when, as a result of certain sense activities, knowledge or 
itrejkdna movement was generated in us, there was also produced 
an illumination (jkdtatd or prdkatya) in objects in association with 
the self, and that from sudt an illumination datjiUbM’krfyd or know- 
ledge movement could be inferred, and the self, as being the pos- 
sessor of this knowledge, could ^ perceived by the manm. But such 
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a theory that the self is conscious not by itself, but by an extraneous 
introduction of knowledge, is hardly acceptable; for no one im- 
agines that there exists in him such a difference when he perceives 
a thing which he had not before that perception. Moreover, since 
the act of knowledge did not directly rev^ the self, there might 
also be doubts as to whether the self knew things or not, and the 
self would not shine forth directly in all conscious experience, as 
it is found to do. 

Again, some hold that the self is known from the objective con- 
sciousness and not direcdy by itself. It is easy to see that this can 
hardly be accepted as true; for how can objective consciousness, 
which refers to the objects, in any way produce the consciousness 
of the self? According to this view it is difficult to prove even the 
existence of knowledge; for this, since it 'is not self-manifested, 
requires something else to manifest it; if it is thought that it is self- 
manifesting, then we should expect it to be nlanifested to all per- 
sons and at all times. It may be said that, though knowledge is 
self-manifesting, yet it can be manifested only in connection with 
the person in whom it inheres, and not in connection with all per- 
sons. If that be so, it really comes to this, that knowledge can be- 
come manifested only through its connection with a someone who 
knows. If, in answer to this, it is said that knowledge does not re- 
quire its cormection with a person for its own existence, but only 
for its specific illumination as occurring with reference to a certain 
subject and object, then that cannot be proved. We could have 
accepted it if we had known any case in which pure consciousness 
or knowledge had been found apart from its specific references of 
subject and object. If it is still asserted that consciousness cannot 
be separated from its self-manifesting capacities, then it may also 
be pointed out that consciousness is never found separated from 
the person, the subject, or the knower who possesses it. Instead of 
conceding the self-manifesting power to the infinite number of 
states of consciousness, is it not better to say that the self-mani- 
festation of consciousness proceeds from the self-conscious agent, 
the subject and determiner of all conscious experiences? Even if 
the states of consciousness had been admitted as self-manifesting, 
that would not explain how the self could be self-manifesting on 
that account. If, however, the self, the knower of all experiences, 
be admitted as self-manifesting, then the manifestation of the con- 
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scious experiences becomes easily explained; for the self is the per- 
ceiver of all experiences. All things require for their manifestation 
another category which does not belong to their class; but since also 
there is nothing on which the self can depend for its consciousness, 
it has to be admitted that the self is a self-manifesting intelligent 
entity. Thus the jug does not require for its manifestation another 
jug, but a light, which belongs to an altogether different class. The 
light also does not require for its manifestation another light, or the 
jug which it manifests, but the senses; the senses again depend on 
consciousness for the manifestation of their powers. Consciousness, 
in its turn, depends upon the self; without inhering in the self it 
cannot get itself manifested. The self, however, has nothing else to 
depend upon; its self-manifestation, therefore, does not depend on 
anything else. 

The states of consciousness have thus to be regarded as being 
states of the self, which by its connection with different objects 
manifests them as this or that consciousness. Knowledge of this or 
that object is thus but different states of consciousness, which itself 
again is a characteristic of the self. 

If consciousness had not been an inseparable quality or es- 
sential characteristic of the self, then there might have been a time 
when the self could have been experienced as being devoid of con- 
sciousness; a thing which is so related with another thing that it 
never exists without it must necessarily be an essential and in- 
separable characteristic thereof. It cannot be said that this general- 
ization does not hold, since we are conscious of our self in connec- 
tion with the body, which is not an essential characteristic of the 
self; for the consciousness of the self as “I,” or as “I know,*’ is 
not necessarily connected with a reference to, or association with, 
the body. Again, it cannot be said that, if consciousness were an 
essential and inseparable characteristic of the self, then the states 
of unconsciousness in deep sleep and swoon could not be explained; 
for there is nothing to prove that there is no consciousness of the 
knowing self during those so-called stages of unconsciousness. We 
feel on waking that we had no consciousness at the time because 
we cease to have any memory of it. The reason therefore why states 
of unconsciousness are felt in the waking stage to be so is this, that 
we have no memory of those states. Memory is only possible when 
certain objects are apprehended 'and the impression of these ob- 
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jects of consciousness is left in the mind, so that through them the 
object of memory may be remembered. During deep sleep no ob- 
jects are-perceived, and no impressions are left, and, as a result, we 
cease to have' any memory of those states. The self then remains 
with its characteristic self-consciousness, but without the con- 
sciousness of anything else. The self-conscious self does not leave 
any impression on the organs of the psychosis, the manas, etc., as 
they all then cease to act. It is easy to understand that no impres- 
sion can be made upon the self; for, if it could and if impressions 
had been continually heaped on the self, then such a self could 
never manage to get rid of them and could never attain emancipa- 
tion. Moreover, it is the characteristic of the phenomenon of 
memory that, when a perception has once been perceived, but is 
not being perceived continually, it can be remembered now, when 
those past impressions are revived by association of similar per- 
ceptions. ’ But the self-conscious self has always been the same and 
hence there cannot be any memory of it. The fact that on waking 
from deep sleep one feels that one has slept happily does not prove 
that there was actually any consciousness of happiness during deep 
sleep ; it is only a happy organic feeling of the body resulting from 
sound sleep which is interpreted or rather spoken of as being the 
enjoyment of happiness during deep sleep. We say, ‘T am the same 
as I was yesterday,” but it is not the self that is remembered, but 
the particular time association that forms the content of memory. 

Perception of objects is generated in us when consciousness 
comes in contact with the physical objects in association with this 
or that sense of perception. It is on that account that, though the 
self is always possessed of its self-consciousness, yet it is only when 
the consciousness of the self is in touch with an external object in 
association with a sense-organ that we get that particular sense- 
perception. This self is not all-pervading, but of an atomic size; 
when it comes in association with any particular sense, we acquire 
that particular sense-perception. This explains the fact that no two 
perceptions can be acquired simultaneously : where there is an ap- 
pearance of simultaneity, there is only a succession of acquirement 
so rapid that changes cannot be noticed. Had the soul been all- 
pervading, we should have had the knowledge of all things at once, 
since the soul was in touch with all things. Thus it is proved that 
the self has consciousness as its essential characteristic; knowledge 
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or consciousness is never produced in it» but when the obstructions 
are removed and the self comes into touch with the objects, the 
consciousness of these objects sjhines forth. 

God add the World. 

As we have already noted, the Mimamsists do not admit the ex- 
istence of livara. Their antitheistic arguments, which we have not 
considered, can be dealt with here in contrast to Yinnuna’s doc- 
trine of livara. They say that an omniscient livara cannot be ad- 
mitted, since such an assumption cannot be proved, and there are, 
indeed, many objections to the hypothesis. For how can such a 
perception of omniscience be acquired? Surely it cannot be ac- 
quired by the ordinary means of perception; for ordinary per- 
ception cannot give one the knowledge of all things present and 
past, before and far beyond the limits of one's senses. Also the per- 
ception of Uvara generally ascribed to the Yogins cannot be ad- 
mitted; for it is impossible that the Yogin should perceive past 
things and things beyond the limits of his senses, by means of his 
sense-organs. If mind (antahkara^) be such that it can perceive 
all sense-objects without the aid of the senses, then what is the use 
at all of the senses ? Of course it is true that by great concentration 
one can perceive things more clearly and distinctly; but no amount 
of concentration or any other process can enable a man to hear by 
the eye or to perceive things without the help of the senses. Omni- 
science is therefore not possible, and we have not by our senses 
seen any such omniscient person as livara. His existence cannot be 
proved by inference; for, since He is beyond all perceptible things, 
there cannot be any reason {hetu) which we could perceive as being 
associated with Him and by reason of which we could make Him the 
subject of inference. It is urged by the Naiyayikas that this world, 
formed by collocation of parts, must be an effect in itself, and it is 
argued that, like all other effects, this also must have taken place 
under the superintendence of an intelligent person who had a 
direct experience of world materials. But this is not necessary; for 
it may very well be conceived that the atoms, etc., have all been 
collocated in their present form by the destinies of men {adr§ta ) — 
according to the kartna^ of all the men in the world. The karmas of 
merit and demerit exist in us ail, and they are moulding the world- 
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process, though these cannot be perceived by us. The world noay 
thus be regarded as a product of the karmas of men and not of 
livara, whom no one has ever perceived. Moreover, why should 
livara, who has no desire to satisfy, create this world? This world, 
with all the mountains, rivers and oceans, etc., canoot be regarded 
as an effect produced by any one. 

Yamuna follows the method of the Nydya and tries to prove 
that the world is an e£Fect, and, as such, must have been produced 
by an intelligent person who had a direct knowledge of the 
materials. He also has a direct knowledge of the dharma (merit) 
and adharma (demerit) of men, in accordance with which He cre- 
ates the whole world and establishes an order by which every man 
may have only such experiences as he deserves. He, by His mere 
desire, sets all the world in motion. He has no body, but still He 
carries on the functioning of His desire by His manas. He has to be 
admitted as a person of infinite knowledge and power; for other- 
wise how could He create this world and establish its order? 

The Sankarites had held that, when the Upani^ds say that no- 
thing exists but one Brahman, it means that Brahman alone exists 
and the world is false; but that is not the sense. It means simply 
that there is no other Isvara but Isvara, and that there is none else 
like Him. When the Upanirads declare that Brahman is all that we 
see and that He is the sole material of the world, it does not mean 
that everything else does not exist and that the qualityless Brahman 
is the only reality. If 1 say there is one sun, it does not mean that 
He has no rays; if I say there are the seven oceans, it does not mean 
that the oceans have no ripples, etc. The only meaning that such 
passages can have is that the world has come out of Him, like sparks 
from fire, and that in Him the world finds its ultimate rest and 
support; from Him all things of the world — the fire, the wind, the 
earth — have drawn their powers and capacities, and without His 
power they would have been impotent to do anything. If, on the 
contrary, it is held that the whole world is false, then the whole 
experience has to be sacrificed, and, as the knowledge of Brahman 
also forms a part of this experience, that also has to be sacrificed as 
false. All the VedSnta dialectic employed to prove that the per- 
ception of difference is false is of very little use tP us; for our ex- 
perience shows that we perceive differences as well as relations. 
We perceive the blue colour, the lotus, and also that the lotus has 
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the blue colour; so the world and the individuals may also be con- 
ceived in accordance with the teaching of the Upanisads as being 
inseparably related to Him. This meaning is, indeed, more legiti- 
mate than the conception which would abolish all the world mani- 
festation, and the personality of all individual persons, and would 
remain content only to indicate the identity of their pure in- 
telligence with the pure intelligence of Brahman. There is not any 
pure, all-absorbing, qualityless intelligence, as the Sahkarites assert; 
for to each of us different and separate ideas are being directly 
manifested, e.g. our feelings of individual pleasures and pains. If 
there were only one intelligence, then everything should have shone 
forth simultaneously for all times. Again, this intelligence is said to 
be both Being (ra/), intelligence (ciV), and bliss {anandd). If this 
tripartite form be accepted, it will naturally destroy the monistic 
doctrine which the Sahkarites try to protect so zealously. If, how- 
ever, they assert that these are not separate forms or qualities, but 
all three represent one identical truth, the Brahman, then that also 
is not possible; for how can bliss be the same as intelligence? 
Pleasure and intelligence are experienced by all of us to be entirely 
different. Thus, in whichever way we try to scrutinize the Saiikarite 
doctrines, we find that they are against all experiences and hardly 
stand the strain of a logical criticism. It has, therefore, to be ad- 
mitted that our notions about the external world are correct and 
give us a true representation of the external world. The manifold 
world of infinite variety is therefore not merely an illusory ap- 
pearance, but true, as attested by our sense-experience. 

Thus the ultimate conclusion of Yamuna’s philosophy demon- 
strates that there are, on the one side, the self-conscious souls, and, 
on the other, the omniscient and" all powerful I^vara and the mani- 
fold external world. These three categories are real. He hints in 
some places that the world may be regarded as being like sparks 
coming out of I^vara; but he does not elaborate this thought, and 
it is contradicted by other passages, in which I^vara is spoken of as 
the fashioner of the world system, in accordance with the Nyaya 
doctrine. From the manner in which he supports the Nyaya 
position with regard to the relation of I^vara and the world, both in 
the SiddhUtraya and in the Agatna-prSnidnya^ it is almost certain 
that his own attitude did not differ much from the Nyaya attitude, 
which left the duality of the world and livara absolutely unre- 
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solved. It appears, therefore, that (so far as we can judge from his 
Siddhi-trayd) Yamuna’s main contribution consists in establishing 
the self-consciousness of the soul. The reality of the external world 
and the existence of Isvara had been accepted in previous systems 
also. Yamuna thus gives us hardly any new ideas about livara and 
His relation to the souls and the world. He does not make inquiry 
into the nature of the reality of the world, and rests content with 
proving that the world-appearance is not false, as the Sahkarites 
supposed. He says in one place that he does not believe in the ex- 
istence of the partless atoms of the Naiyayikas. The smallest particle 
of matter is the trasarenu, the specks of dust that are found to move 
in the air when the sun’s rays come in through a chink or hole. But 
he does not say anything more than this about the ultimate nature 
of the reality of ihe manifold world or how it has come to be what 
it is. He is also silent about the methods which a person should 
adopt for procuring his salvation, and the nature and character- 
istics of that state. 

Yamuna, in his Agama-prdmdnya^ tried to establish that the 
Panca-rdtra-samhitd had the same validity as the Vedas, since it was 
uttered by Isvara himself. Visnu, or Vasudeva, has been praised in 
the Purusa-sukta and in other places of the Vedas as the supreme 
Lord. The Pdsupata-tantra of the Saivas is never supported by the 
Vedas, and thus the validity of the Pasupata-tantra cannot be com- 
pared with that of the Pancar dtra-samhitd. 

God according to Ramanuja, Venkatanatha 
and Lokacarya. 

Bhaskara had said that, though livara is possessed of all good 
qualities and is in Himself beyond all impurities, yet by His Sakti 
(power) He transformed Himself into this world, and, as all con- 
ditions and limitations, all matter and phenomena are but His 
power, it is He who by His power appears as an ordinary soul and 
at last obtains emancipation as well. Ramanuja holds that on this 
view there is no essential form of Brahman which transcends the 
limits of all bonds, the power {Sakti) which manifests itself as all 
phenomena. Brahman, being always associated with the power 
which exists as the world-phenomena, becomes necessarily subject 
to all the defects of the phenomenal world. Moreover, when a 
&akti^ or power of Brahman, is admitted, how can Brahman be said 
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tosuffer any transformation ? Even if the i$ato*(power) be regarded as 
its transformation, even then it cannot be accepted that it {Brahman) 
should combine with its Sakti to undergo a worldly transformation. 

Another Vedantist (probably Yadavapraka^a, the Preceptor of 
Ramanuja in his early days) held that Brahman, in its own essence, 
transformed itself into the world; this theory also is open to the 
objection that the Brahman, being transformed into the world, be- 
comes subject to all the impurities and defects of the world. Even 
if it is held that in one part it is transcendent and possesses in- 
numerable good qualities and in another suffers from the impurities 
associated with its transformation into the world, then also that 
which is so impure in one part cannot have its impurity so counter- 
balanced by the purity of its other half that it can be called Isvara. 

Ramanuja, therefore, holds that all the changes and transforma- 
tions take place in the body of the livara and not in His essence. 
So Isvara^ in His pure essence, is ever free from all impurities, and 
the possessor of all the best qualities, untouched by the phe- 
nomenal disturbances with which His body alone is associated. The 
matter which forms the stuff of the external world is not what the 
Sdmkhya calls the guna substances, but simply the prakrti or the 
primeval causal entity, possessing diverse qualities which may be 
classified under three different types — ^the sattva^ the rajas and the 
tamas. This prakrtiy however, in its fine essence, forms the body of 
livara and is moved into all its transformations by livara Himself. 
When He withholds prakrti from all its transformations and annuls 
all its movement, we have the state of pralayay in which livara 
exists in the kdrana or causal state, holding within Him the prakrti 
in its subtle state as His body. Prakrti is a body as well as a mode 
{prakdra) of livara^ and, when it is in a manifested condition, we 
have the state of creation. Prakrti undergoes its transformations 
into tan-mdtray akankdray etc. ; but these are yet the subtle sub- 
stance forming parts of livara's body. The transformations through 
which prakrti passes in the origination of tan-mdtray ahadkdray etc., 
are not the results of the collocation of the guM reals, as we saw in the 
case of the Sdmkhyay but may be regarded as the passing of prakrti 
through different stages, each stage being marked out by the special 
character of xYit prakrti while passing through that stage. The word 
guM here has then its ordinary meaping of quality; and it is sup- 
posed that the prakrti^ as it is moved by livara, continues to ac- 
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quire new qualities. The present state of the world also represents 
prakjrti in a particular state wherein it has acquired the qualities 
which we note in the phenomenal world of ours. 

We have seen before that the existence of livara was inferred 
by Yamuna on Nyaya lines. But Raminuja thinks that there is as 
much to be said in favour of the existence as against it. Thus he 
says that, even supposing that the hills, etc., are effects, it cannot be 
said that they were all created by one person; for even all jugs are 
not made by the same person; livara may also be denied, after the 
Sdmkhya mode, and it may be imagined that in accordance with 
the Karma of men the world arose out of a combination of the 
original gu^. There is thus as much 10 be said against the ex- 
istence of livara as in favour of it. Ramanuja holds that livara 
cannot be proved by inference, but is to be admitted on the 
authority of the sacred texts The Nyaya and Yoga, moreover, 
conceived livara to be only the nimitta-karana, or instrumental 
cause; but according to Ramanuja livard is all-pervading in all 
space and in all time. This all-pervasiveness of God does not mean 
that His reality is the only reality everywhere, or that He is identical 
with the world-reality, and all else is false. It means, as Sudar- 
^anacarya has said in his Sruta-prakSHkd on the Rdmdmga-bhofya, 
and sutra, that there is no measure With which He may be limited 
by any spatial relation. Varada and Naraya^, however, and 
Venkafanatha, agree in interpreting all-pervasiveness as the ab- 
sence of any limit to His good qualities {iyad-gunaka iti pariccheda- 
rahitoKf- There is nothing else than livara’ s body, so by His body 
also he may be conceived as pervading the whole world. Thus, 
livara is not only nimitta-kdraM but also updddna-kdrana, or 
material cause as well. Venkafa establishes in some detail that the 
highest livara is called Narayapa and His power, as presiding over 
matter and souls, is called Lakstid. livara has His manas, and His 
eternal senses do not require any body or organs for their mani- 
festation. Venkata also mentions three modified forms of mani- 
festation of Lord Vasudeva, namely Samkar^ana, Ptadyumna and 
Aniruddha. This vyuha doctrine of the Paricardtra has been 
briefly discussed in Varavara’s hhdfya on the Tattva-traya of 
Lokicarya. Hiese three, Satpkar^aoa, Pradyumna, and Aniruddha, 

^ See Ramanuja's Bhdfya, 3rd sOtra. 

* See Nydya-tiddh&ikjana of Ve6ka|anath8. 



158 The Philosophy of Ydmundcdrya [ch. 

are said to be the three different forms of Vasudeva, by which He 
controls the individual souls (jiva)^ the manas and the external 
world. That form of activity by which tht jivas were separated from 
the prakrti at the beginning of the creation is associated with a form 
of livara called Samkarsana. When this separating activity passes 
and dominates over men as their manas and ultimately brings them 
to the path of virtue and good, it is said to be associated with a form 
of Isvara called Pradyumna. Aniruddha is that form of Isvara 
by which the external world is generated and kept in order, and in 
which our experiences and attempts to attain right knowledge are 
fulfilled. These forms are not different Isvara^ but are imagined 
according to the diversity of His function. Isvara's full existence is 
everywhere; He and His forms are identical. These forms are but 
manifestations of the power of Vasudeva and are therefore called 
Vtbhava, Such manifestations of His power are also to be found in 
great religious heroes such as Vyasa, Arjuna, etc. Lokacarya, in 
describing Him further, says that in His real essence Isvara is not 
only omniscient, but this omniscience is also associated with com- 
plete and eternal joy. His knowledge and powers do not suffer any 
variation or comparison, as they are always the very highest and 
the most inconceivable by any one else. He moves us all to action 
and fulfils our desires according to our karmas. He gives knowledge 
to those who are ignorant, power to those who are weak, pardon to 
those who are guilty, mercy to the sufferers, paternal affection and 
overlooking of guilt to those who are guilty, goodness to those who 
are wicked, sincerity to the crooked, and goodness of heart to those 
who are wicked at heart. He cannot bear to remain separated from 
those who do not want to be separated from Him, and puts Himself 
within easy reach of those who want to see Him. When he sees 
people afflicted. He has mercy on them and helps them. '^Phus all 
His qualities are for the sake of others and not for Himself. His 
affection for us is of a maternal nature, and out of this affection He 
neglects our defects and tries to help us towards the ideal of good. 
He has created this world in Himself, not in order to satisfy any 
wants but in a playful manner, as it were through mere spontaneity 
{lild). As in creation, so in keeping the created world in order, and in 
dissolution, His playful spontaneity upholds everything and brings 
about everything. Dissolution is as ’much of His play as creation. 
All this is created in Himself and out of Himself. 
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Visis^-dvaita doctrine of Soul according to 
R^anuja and Venkatanatha. 

The existence of souls as separate self-conscious entities, in 
contradistinction to the doctrines of other systems, had been 
established by Yamuna, as we have shown in some detail in our 
section on his doctrine of soul. The soul is atomic in its size, as we 
have already found stated by Yamuna. Barada, Visnu Misra and 
Venkatanatha held that in the ordinary phenomenal state its know- 
ledge expands and contracts. At the time of emancipation it has 
its highest expansion in which it pervades the whole world. The 
cause of its contraction and expansion is its karma^ which is also 
called avidyd. Ramanuja, in his Vedanta-dipay indulged in the 
simile of the ray of a lamp in explaining the rise of knowledge in 
different parts of the body, despite the atomic soul being located 
in only one part. The soul exists in one part of the body and spreads 
out its knowledge over all other parts of the body, like the rays of 
a lamp. Ramanuja says that Isvara allows the individual self- 
conscious souls to perform whichever action they have a desire to 
attempt. Movement is possible only through the approval by 
Isvara of the desires of individual souls. The self-conscious souls 
desire things according to their own free will, and in this they are 
not hampered by Isvara ; Isvara always allows the individual souls 
to act, i.e. to move their limbs according to their desires. This is a 
sort of occasionalism, which holds that, in every action which I am 
performing, I am dependent on Isvara" s will. I can move my limbs 
because He wishes it. Apart from this general law that Isvara is a 
supporter of ail actions, there are some exceptions of particular 
favour and disfavour. To those who are particularly attached to 
Him He is more favourably disposed, and by His grace generates 
in them such desires that they adopt actions by which they may 
easily win Him. Into those who are particularly opposed to Him 
He imports such desires that they are led farther away from Him^. 
Isvara exists in us all as the inner controller. This inner controller 
is represented by our individual soul. This individual soul is free 
in all its desires, knowledge, and attempts®. This freedom of will, 
knowledge, etc., is given to us all by Isvara^ and He also arranges 
that the movements in the material world may take place in ac- 

^ See Varavara’s commentary on the Tattva~traya. 

* See RSmSnuja’s Bhdfya, ii. 3. 40, 41. 
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cordance with our desires. Thus He not only gives us freedom of 
will, but also helps the realization of that will in the external world, 
and ultimately grants good and evil fruits according to our good and 
evil deeds Thus Isvara's control over us does not rob us of our 
freedom of will. Even His favour and disfavour consist in the ful- 
filment of a devotee’s eager desire to be associated with Him, and 
His disfavour consists in fulfilling the desire of a confirmed sinner, 
leading him away into worldly pleasures farther from Him. The 
self is often called jHdna, or consciousness, because of the fact 
that it is as self-revealing as consciousness^. It reveals all objects, 
when it comes in touch with them through its senses. The souls are, 
however, all held in Isvara. Elmanuja had spoken of the souls only 
as being the body of lsvara\ but Lokacarya and Varavara further 
hold tluit, as the external material objects exist for the sake of the 
souls, so the souls exist for the livara; as Man is the end for which 
the external objects of enjoyment exist, so livara is the end (iefa) 
for which Man exists as the object of His control and support 
(stfiy 

The self, though pure in itself, becomes associated with ignor- 
ance and worldly desires through coming into touch with matter 
(acit). Avidyd, or ignorance, here means want of knowledge, mis- 
application of characteristics, false knowledge, etc. This ignorance, 
or avidyd, which is the cause of many worldly desires and iippure 
instincts, is generated by the association of the souls with matter; 
when this association is cut away, the self becomes divested of the 
avidyd and emancipated’. 

Riminuja says in his Veddrtha-sawgraha that livara grants 
emancipation from worldly bon^ to a person, when he, after ac- 
quiring true knowledge from the idstras according to the instruc- 
tion of good teachers, engages himself eveiy day in self-control, 
penance, purity; practises forgivingness, sincerity, charity, non- 
injury; performs all the obligatory and ceremonial duties; refrains 
from prohibited actions, and afterwards surrenders himself com- 
pletely to the Lord; praises Him, continually thinks of Him, adores 
Him, counts His names, hears of His greatness and goodness, speaks 
of it, worships Him, and has all ^e darkness of his soul removed 

^ See RSinSnuja’s BhOfya, xi* 3. 40, 41. 

' See Rflmftnuja's Bhdpya, 11. 111. a9, 30. 

* See Varavara’a commentary on the Tativa^traya, CiUpraharmpa. 
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by His grace. The ordinary obligatory and ceremonial duties have 
to be performed; all the highest ethical virtues have to be practised 
and a true ’knowledge attained from the sdstras. It is only when a 
man has thus qualified himself that he can ultimately attain 
emancipation from all worldly bonds by supreme self-surrender 
and hhakti to the Lord. Bhakti, or devotion, with Ramanuja means 
continual thinking of Him. Without it pure knowledge cannot giveus 
emancipation. The special feature of bhakti is this, that by it a man 
loses all interest in everything else than that which is done for the 
sake of the dearest. Finally bhakti is not with Ramanuja feeling, 
but a special kind of knowledge {jndna-visesa) which seeks to ignore 
everything that is not done for the sake of Isvara, the dearest to 
us all ^ 

Vehkatanatha says that the performance of karmas makes a man 
fit to inquire into true knowledge, and the acquirement of true 
knowledge makes a man fit to attain devotion, or bhakti. When a 
man is fit to inquire after true knowledge, he may give up the 
karmas, Bhakti is, according to Vehkatanatha, the feeling of joy 
{priti) in the adorable, and not mere knowledge. Emancipation as 
sdyujya (sameness of quality) with Isvara is the result of such 
bhakti. In this state of sdyujya, the human soul participates in the 
qualities of omniscience, bliss, etc., of Isvara. The human soul 
cannot, of course, wholly participate with Isvara, and such of His 
qualities as the power of creating and controlling the world, or of 
granting emancipation to human souls, remain ever with Isvara 
alone. Human souls can participate only in His knowledge and 
bliss and can be as omniscient and as blissful as He. In this state of 
emancipation Man remains in an eternal and infinite blissful servi- 
tude to Isvara. This servitude to Isvara is not painful in the least, 
like other services. When a man forgoes all his personal vanity and 
merges all his independence in His service, and considers himself 
as His servant whose only work is to serve Him, this is indeed the 
state of bright joy. Vehkatanatha, however, further differentiates 
this Vaisnava emancipation, as the thinking of the Isvara as the 
most supreme, and thereby deriving infinite joy, from the other 
type of kaivalya, in which Man thinks of himself the Brahman and 
attains kaivalya. There also the association with avidyd and the 
world is indeed destroyed, and the man is reduced to oneness; but 

' See Veddrtha^satngraha, p. 146. 
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this is hardly a desirable state, since there is not here the infinite joy 
which the Vaisnava emancipation can bring. Ramanuja has written 
of mukti as a state which a man can acquire when he is divested of 
all avidydy and has the natural intuition of the Supreme Soul and his 
relations with Him. He had distinguished this state from that 
mukti in which a man is divested of all karmas and realizes himself 
in himself, as obstructing the qualities of Isvara from him. This 
kaivalya^ or realization of one’s own self as the highest, is thus 
distinctly a lower emancipation. It is not out of place to say that 
Vehkatanatha had pushed bhakti and the human goal of mukti 
distinctly further on to the side of feeling, by defining bhakti as a 
feeling of joy and mukti as servitude to Isvara, 

Acit or Primeval Matter: the Prakrti 
and its modifications. 

Proceeding to describe the nature of matter, Venkatanatha tries 
to disprove the Nyaya-Vaisesika theory of atoms. The smallest 
particle of matter is that which is visible in the sun’s rays coming in 
through a chink or hole. The imagination of still finer particles, 
which may be called dyads or atoms, is not attested by experience, 
for these cannot be- perceived. They cannot be compared to the 
small invisible pollen of flowers which makes the air carrying it 
fragrant; for these small particles possess the quality of smell, 
whereas atoms are subtle particles which do not possess any per- 
ceivable characteristic. Even inference cannot establish these 
atoms*, for, if we suppose that particles when divided could be 
farther divided until we could arrive at the limit of division, 
beyond which no division was , possible, and that these subtlest 
particles could be called atoms, this would be impossible, for the 
atoms of Nyaya and VaUesika are not only the smallest particles but 
they are considered to have a special kind of mtSLSurt{pdrimdndaIya) 
as their characteristic, and this we have no data for inferring. If 
only the smallness is the criterion, we may better stop at the 
trasa-renu (the dust particles in the air). There are also other objec- 
tions against the atomic theory, such as have been propounded by 
Sahkaracarya, that the partless atoms cannot come into touch with 
other atoms or form together into one whole, or that the pdriman- 
dalya measure of the poramdha should not generate a different kind 
of measure in the dyad (dvy-imuka)^ or that the dyad ought not to 
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generate quite another kind of measure in the trasa-renu. The world 
cannot thus be accepted as due to the conglomeration of atoms or 
trasa-rerais. Prakrti containing the three qualities of sattva^ rajas and 
tamas has thus to be admitted as the primal matter. The state of it 
just preceding ahankdra and just following its state as prakrti (the 
state in which, all its three qualities being the same, there is no 
manifestation of any particular quality) is called mahat. The next 
state, which follows mahat and precedes the senses, is called 
ahankdra. The mahat and ahankdra are not subjective states of 
buddhi or ego, as some Samkhyists would think, but are two suc- 
cessive cosmic stages of the prakrti^ the primeval cosmic matter. 
The ahankdra is of three kinds, sattvikOy rdjasa and tdmasa. The 
senses are not products of elements, as the Vaisesika supposed, but 
represent the functional cognitional powers in association with the 
eye, nose, skin, etc. It is manas whose states are variously called 
imagination, determination, etc. Lokacarya describes prakrti a$ 
being of three kinds, namely (i) that which contains the purest 
sattva characters and forms the material of the abode of I$vara\ 
(2) that which contains the threefold characters of sattvOy rajas and 
tamas and forms the ordinary world for us. This is the field of 
Isvara's play. It is called prakrti because it produces ail trans- 
formations, avidyd because it is opposed to all true knowledge, and 
mdyd because it is the cause of all diverse creations. As we have 
mentioned before, the gunas of prakrti are its qualities, and not the 
Sdmkhya reals. Creation is produced by the rise of opposite quali- 
ties in the prakrti. The tan-mdtras are those states of matter in 
which the specific elemental qualities are not manifested. I'he order 
of the genesis of the tan-mdtras is described by some as follows: 
first the bhutadiy from it sabda-^tan-matray and from that the dkdia\ 
again, from dkdsa comes sparsa-tan-mdtra (vibration-potential), 
followed by vdyu\ from vdyu comes the rupa-tan-mdtra (light- 
potential) and from that tejas (light and heat); from tejas comes 
rajrfl-te«-mJ/ra!(taste-potential),andthencewater; from water comes 
gandha-tan-mdtra (smell-potential), and from that earth. Other 
theories of the genesis of the bhutas are also described, but we omit 
them here, as they are not of much value. Varavara says that time 
is regarded as the prakrti without its sattva quality, but Venkata- 
natha speaks of time as existing in the nature of livara as a special 
form of His manifestation. Space {dik) is not an entity different 



164 The Phibsophy of YSmndcdrya [ch. xix 

from Skaia, which offers room for the movement of things. Akaia 
is not a mere vacuity or non>occupiedness, but a positive entity. 

Thus it is seen that the indeterminate matter of pakrtiy with 
its three qualities, passes through many stages and at last exhibits 
the phenomenal world, which produces happiness and misery in 
accordance with a man’s destiny {adrsfa) and good or bad deeds. 
The force of adrffa is not a separate entity, but the favour and dis- 
favour of Ibara, which works in accordance with the good or bad 
deeds of men. 



CHAPTER XX 


PHILOSOPHY OF THE RAmANUJA 
SCHOOL OF THOUGHT 

Sankara and Ramanuja on the nature of Reality 
as qualified or unqualified. 

Sankara says that Brahman, as pure intelligence {cin-mdtram) 
entirely divested of any kind of forms, is the ultimate reality 
(paramdriha), and that all differences of the knower, the known, 
and the diverse forms of cognition are all imposed on it and are 
false. Falsehood with him is an appearance which ceases to exist 
as soon as the reality is known, and this is caused by the defect 
(dosa\ which hides the true nature of reality and manifests various 
forms. The defect which produces the false world appearance is 
ignorance or nescience {avidyd or mdyd\ which can neither be said 
to be existent nor non-existent {sad-asad-anirvacantyd), and this 
ceases (nivrtta) when the Brahman is known. It is, indeed, true 
that in our ordinary experience we perceive difference and multi- 
plicity; but this must be considered as faulty, because the faultless 
scriptures speak of the one truth as Brahman, and, though there are 
the other parts of the Vedas which impose on us the performance 
of the Vedic duties and therefore imply the existence of plurality, 
yet those texts which refer to the nature of Brahman as one must 
be considered to have greater validity; for they refer to the 
ultimate, whereas the Vedic injunctions are valid only with re- 
ference to the world of appearance or only so long as the ultimate 
reality is not known. Again, the scriptures describe the Brahman 
as the reality, the pure consciousness, the infinite {satyam jndnam 
anantam brahma); these are not qualities which belong to Brahman, 
but they are all identical in meaning, referring to the same difference- 
less identical entity, absolutely qualityless — the Brahman. 

Ramanuja, in refuting the above position, takes up first the view 
of Sankara that the Brahman as the ultimate reality is absolutely 
unqualified {nirviiefa). He says that those who assert that reality 
can be unqualified have really no means of proving it; for all proofs 
are based on the assumption of some qualified character. This un- 
qualifiedness could not be directly experienced, as they believe; 
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for there can be no experience without the assumption of some 
qualified character, since an experience, being my own unique ex- 
perience, is necessarily qualified. Even if you tried to prove that 
one’s own experience, which is really qualified in nature, is un- 
qualified, you would have to pick up some special trait in it, in 
virtue of which you would maintain it was unqualified; and by that 
very fact your attempt is defeated, for that special trait would make 
it qualified. Intelligence is itself self-revealing, and by it the 
knower knows all objects. It may also be shown that even during 
sleep, or swoon, the experience is not characterless. Even when the 
Brahman is said to be real, pure consciousness, and infinite, it means 
that these are the characters of Brahman and it is meaningless to say 
that they do not indicate some character The scriptures cannot 
testify to the existence of any characterless reality; for they are a 
collection of words arranged in order and relation, and each word 
is a whole, comprising a stem and a suffix, and the scriptures there- 
fore are by nature unable to yield any meaning which signifies any- 
thing that is characterless. As regards perception, it is well esta- 
blished that all determinate perception {sa-vikalpa-pratyak^a) mani- 
fests an entity with its characters; but even indeterminate percep- 
tion (nirvikalpa-pratyaksa) manifests some character for its in- 
determinateness means only the exclusion of some particular 
character; and there can be no perception which is absolutely 
negative regarding the manifestation of characters. Ail experiences 
are embodied in a proposition — “This is so“ — ^and thus involve 
the manifestation of some characters. When a thing is perceived for 
the first time, some specific characters are discerned; but, when it 
is perceived again, the charactej;s discerned before are revived in 
the mind, and by comparison the specific characters are properly 
assimilated. This is what we call determinate perception, involving 
the manifestation of common characters or class characters as dis- 
tinguished from the perception of the first moment which is called 
indeterminate perception. But it does not mean that indeterminate 
perception is not the perception of some specific characters. In- 
ference is based on perception and as such must necessarily reveal 
a thing with certain characteristics; and so not one of the three 
sources of our knowledge, perception, scriptures and inference, can 
reveal to us any entity devoid of characteristics. 

It is urged by Sankara and his followers that perception refers 
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to puie being and pure being alone {san-mdtra-grdhi) : but this can 
never be true, since perception refers to class*characters and thus 
necessarily involves the notion of difference; even at that one par- 
ticular moment of perception it grasps all the essential character- 
istic differences of a thing which distinguish it from all other ob- 
jects. If perception had reference only to pure being, then why 
should it manifest to us that ‘‘here is a jug,’* “here is a piece of 
cloth”; and, if the characteristic differences of a thing are not 
grasped by perception, why are we not contented with a buffalo 
when we need a horse ? As pure being they are all the same, and it 
is being only which, it is urged, is revealed by perception. Memory 
would not then distinguish one from the other, and the cognition 
of one thing would suffice for the cognition of everything else. If 
any distinctive differences between one cognition and another is 
admitted, then that itself would baffle the contention of the cha- 
racterlessness of perception. Moreover, the senses can grasp only 
their characteristic special feature, c.g. the eye, colour, the ear, 
sound, and so on, and not differencelessness. Again, Brahman is 
said to be of the nature of pure being, and, if the same pure being 
could be experienced by all the senses, then that would mean that 
Brahman itself is experienced by the senses. If this were so, the 
Brahman would be as changeable and destructible as any other 
objects experienced by the senses, and this no one would be willing 
to admit. So it has to be granted that perception reveals difference 
and not pure characterlessness. 

Again, it has been argued that, since the experience of a jug, 
etc., varies differently with different space and time, i.e. we per- 
ceive here a jug, there a piece of cloth, and then again at another 
moment here a toy and there a horse, and we have not the one 
continuous experience of one entity in all space and time, these ob- 
jects are false. But why should it be so? There is no contradiction 
in the fact that two objects remain at the same place at two different 
points of tinae, or that two objects remain at two different places at 
one and the same point of time. Thus there is nothing to prove that 
the objects we perceive are all false, and the objects are by nature 
pure being only. 

Again, it has been urged that experience or intuition (e.g. as in- 
volved in perception) is self-revealing (svayam-prakdia); but this 
is true only with reference to a perceiver at the particular time of 
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his perception. No intuition is absolutely self-revealing. The 
experience of another man does not reveal anything to me, nor 
does a past experience of mine reveal anything to me now; for 
with reference to a past experience of mine I only say “I knew 
it so before,” not “I know it now.” It is also not true that no 
experience can be further experienced; for I can remember my 
own past experience or can be aware of it, as I can be aware of the 
awareness of other persons; and, if the fact that one awareness c^n 
be the object of another would make it cease from being an ex- 
perience or intuition {samvid or anubhuti), then there would be no 
anubhuti or experience at all. If a man could not be aware of the 
experiences of others, he could use no speech to express himself or 
understand the speech of other people, and all speech and lan- 
guage would be useless. That jug, etc., are not regarded as intuition 
or experience is simply because their nature is altogether different 
therefrom and not because they can be objects of cognition or ex- 
perience ; for that would be no criterion at all. 

It is again urged that this intuition or experience {anubhuti or 
samvid) is never produced, since we do not know any stage when it 
was not in existence {prag-abhavady-abhavad ufpattir nirasyate). 
It is also urged that any experience or awareness cannot reveal any 
state in which it did not exist; for how can a thing reveal its own 
absence, since it cannot exist at the time of its absence ? Ramanuja, 
in reply to such a contention on Sankara’s side, debates why it 
should be considerea necessary that an experience should reveal 
only that which existed at the same time with it; for, had it been so, 
there would be no communication of the past and the future. It is 
only sense-knowledge which reveals the objects which are existing 
at the time when the senses are operating and the sense-knowledge 
is existing ; but this is not true with regard to all knowledge. Memory, 
inference, scriptures, and intuitive mystic cognition {yogi-pratyak^a) 
of sages can always communicate events which happened in the 
past or will happen in the future. Arguing in the same way, one 
could say that even in the case of the experience of ordinary objects 
such as jug, etc., it can be said tha^ the perception which reveals 
their presence at any particular time does not reveal their existence 
at all times. That they are not so revealed means that the revelation 
of knowledge (samvid or anubhuti) ,is limited by time. If revelation 
of knowledge were not itself limited in time, then the objects re- 



xx] Sankara and Ramanuja on Reality 169 

vealed by it would also not be limited in time, which would be the 
same thing as to say that these objects, such as jug, etc., are all 
eternal in nature; but they are not. This sort of argument may also 
be applied to the revelation of knowledge in inference ; and it may 
well be argued that, since the objects must be of the same type as the 
knowledge which reveals them, then, if the knowledge is not limited 
in time and is eternal, the objects also will be eternal. For there can 
be no knowledge without an object. It cannot be said that at the 
time of sleep, drunkenness, or swoon, the pure experience is ex- 
perienced as such without there being an object. If the pure ex- 
perience were at that time experienced as such, one would re- 
member this on waking; for except in the case of experiences at the 
time of universal destruction (pralaya), and in the period when one’s 
body is not in existence, all that is experienced is remembered. No 
one, however, remembers having experienced an experience at the 
time of sleep or swoon, so that no such pure revelation of know- 
ledge exists at that time. What Ramanuja maintains here, as will be 
shown later on, is that during sleep or swoon we have a direct ex- 
perience of the self and not the pure formless experience of the 
revelation of pure consciousness. Thus there cannot be any state 
in which knowledge is pure revelation without an object. Hence it 
cannot be argued that, because knowledge does not reveal the state 
in which it did not exist, it must always be in existence and never 
be produced ; for as each cognition is inseparably associated with its 
object, and as all objects are in time, knowledge must also be in 
time. 

Again, the argument that, since knowledge is unproduced, it 
cannot suffer any further modification or change, is false. Granting 
for the sake of argument that knowledge is unproduced, why should 
it on that account be necessarily changeless.? The negation pre- 
ceding a particular production (prdga-bhdva) is beginningless, but 
it is destroyed. So is the avidyd of the Sankarites, which is sup- 
posed to be beginningless and yet to be suffering all kinds of changes 
and modifications, as evidenced by its false creations of the world- 
appearance. Even the self, which is beginningless and destruction- 
less, is supposed to be associated with a body and the senses, from 
which it is different. This apprehension of a difference of the self 
from avidyd means a specific character or a modification, and if this 
difference is not acknowledged, the self would have to be considered 
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identical with avidyd. Again, it is meaningless to say that pure 
intelligence, consciousness, experience or intuition [anubhuti or 
samvid)y is pure self-revelation; for, were it so, why should it be 
called even self-revelation, or eternal, or one ? These are different 
characters, and they imply a qualified character of the entity to 
which they belong. It is meaningless to say that pure consciousness 
is characterless; for at least it has negative characters, since it is dis- 
tinguished from all kinds of material, non-spiritual or dependent 
objects which are considered to be different from this pure con- 
sciousness. Again, if this pure consciousness is admitted to be proved 
as existing, that must itself be a character. But to whom is it 
proved? It must be to the self who knows, and in that case its 
specific character is felt by the self who is aware of it. If it is argued 
that the very nature of the self-revelation of consciousness is the 
self, then that would be impossible; for knowledge implies a knower 
who is different from the knowledge which reveals certain objects. 
The knower must be permanent in all his acts of knowledge, and 
that alone can explain the fact of memory and recognition. The 
consciousness of pleasure, pain and of this or that object comes and 
goes, whereas the knower remains the same in all his experiences. 
How then can the experience be identified with the person who 
experiences? ‘T know it,** “just now I have forgotten it** — it is in 
this way that we all experience that our knowledge comes and goes 
and that the phases are different from ourselves. How can know- 
ledge or consciousness be the same as the knower or the self? 

It is held that the self and ego or the entity referred to by “I** 
are different. The entity referred to by ‘T** contains two parts, a 
self-revealing independent part as pure consciousness, and an ob- 
jective, dependent non-self-revealrfd part as “myself,** and it is the 
former part alone that is the self, whereas the latter part, though it 
is associated with the former, is entirely different from it and is 
only expressed, felt, or manifested by virtue of its association with 
the former. But this can hardly be admitted. It is the entity re- 
ferred to by “I** which is the subjective and individual self and it 
is this which differentiates my experience from those of others. 
Even in liberation I am intere.« d in emancipating this my indi- 
vidual self, for which I try and work and not in a so-called subject- 
object-less consciousness. If “I** is .lost, then who is interested in 
a mere consciousness, whether that is liberated or not? ' If there is 
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no relation with this ego, the seif, the “ I,'' no knowledge is possible. 
We all say “I know,** “I am the knower’*; and, if this individual 
and subjective element were unsubstantial and false, what sig- 
nificance would any experience have? It is this ego, the “I,** which 
is self-luminous and does not stand in need of being revealed by 
anything else. It is like the light, which reveals itself and in so doing 
reveals others as well. It is one whole and its intelligent nature is 
its self-revealing character. So the self-luminous self is the knower 
and not a mere revelation. Revelation, cognition or knowledge 
means that something is revealed to someone, and so it would be 
meaningless to say that the self and the knowledge are identical. 
Again, it has been maintained that self is pure consciousness; for 
this pure consciousness alone is what is non-material (ajada) and 
therefore the spirit. But wdiat does this non-materiality mean? It 
means with the Sahkarites an entity whose nature is such that its 
very existence is its revelation, so that it does not depend on any- 
thing else for its revelation. Therefore, pleasures, pain, etc., are 
also self-revealing. There cannot be a toothache which is present 
and yet is not known; but it is held that pleasures and pains cannot 
be revealed, unless there is a know^er who knows them. Well the 
same would be true for knowledge even. Can consciousness reveal 
itself to itself? Certainly not; consciousness is revealed always to 
a knower, the ego or the self. As wc say “ I am happy,** so we say 
“ I know.’* If non-materiality {ajadatva) is defined as revealing-to- 
itself in the above sense, such non-materiality does not belong to 
consciousness even. It is the ego, the “I,** that is always self- 
revealed to itself by its very existence, and it must therefore be the 
self, and not the pure consciousness, which stands as much in need 
of self-revelation as do the pains and pleasures. Again, it is said 
that, though pure consciousness {anubhuti) is in itself without any 
object, yet by mistake it appears as the knower, just as the conch- 
shell appears by illusion as silver. But Ramanuja contends that 
this cannot be so ; for, had there been such an illusion, people would 
have felt “I am consciousness** as ‘This is silver.** No one makes 
such a mistake; for we never feel that the knowledge is the knower; 
but, as a matter of fact, we always distinguish the two and feel our- 
selves different from the knowledge — ^as “I know** {aham anu^ 
bhavami). 

It is argued that the self as changeless by nature cannot be the 
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agent of the act of cognition and be a knower, and therefore it is 
only the changeful modifications of prakrtiy the category of 
ahankdray to which can be ascribed the capacity of being a knower. 
This ahahkdra is the inner organ (antahkarana) or mind, and this 
alone can be called a knower; for the agency of an act of cognition 
is an objective and dependent characteristic, and, as such, cannot 
belong to the self. If the agency and the possibility of being 
characterized by the notion of ego could be ascribed to the self, 
such a self would have only a dependent existence and be non- 
spiritual, like the body, since it would be non-self-revealing. 
Ramanuja, in answer to such an objection, says that, if the word 
ahankdra is used in the sense of antahkaranay or the mind, as an 
inner organ, then it has all the non-spiritual characteristics of the 
body and it can never be considered as the knower. The capacity 
of being a knower (jndtrtva) is not a changeful characteristic 
[vikriydtmaka)y since it simply means the possession of the quality of 
consciousness {jndna-gundsraya)y and knowledge, being the natural 
quality of the eternal self, is also eternal. Though the self is itself of 
the nature of consciousness (jndna-svarupa)y yet, just as one entity 
of light exists both as the light and as the rays emanating from it, so 
can it be regarded both as consciousness and as the possessor of con- 
sciousness (mani-prabhrtindm prabhdsrayatvam iva jnandsrayatvam 
api aviruddham). Consciousness, though unlimited of itself {svayam 
aparicchinnam evajndnam), can contract as well as expand {sankoca- 
vikdsdrham). In an embodied self it is in a contracted state (r«n- 
kucita-svarupam) through the influence of actions {karmand)y and 
is possessed of varying degrees of expansion. To the individual it is 
spoken of as having more or less knowledge^, according as it is 
determined by the sense-organs. Thus one can speak of the rise of 
knowledge or its cessation. When there is the rise of knowledge, one 
can certainly designate it as the knower. So it is admitted that this 
capacity as knower is not natural to the self, but due to karmay and 
therefore, though the self is knower in itself, it is changeless in its 
aspect as consciousness. But it can never be admitted that the non- 
spiritual ahankdra could be the knower by virtue of its being in 
contact with consciousness {cit) \ for consciousness as such can never 
be regarded as a knower. The ahankdra also is not the knower, and 
Chererore the notion of the knower coyld not be explained on such a 

^ Srl-hhafya\ p. 45. 
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view. It is meaningless to say that the light of consciousness falls 
on the non-spiritual ahankdra through contiguity ; for how can the 
invisible consciousness transmit its light to the non-spiritual 
ahankdra ? 

Even in sleep one feels the self as “ I ” ; for on waking one feels 
“I have slept happily.*’ This also shows that during sleep it is the 
‘T ” that both knew and felt happy. It has to be admitted, that there 
is a continuity between the “I” before its sleep, the “I” during its 
sleep, and the “I” after its sleep; for after waking the “I” re- 
members all that it had experienced before its sleep. The fact that 
one also feels “I did not know anything all this time” does not 
mean that the “I” had no knowledge at all; it means only that the 
”1” had no knowledge of objects and things which it knows on 
waking. There can be no doubt that the ” I ” knew during the sleep, 
since even a Sahkarite would say that during dreamless sleep the 
self (dtman) has the direct intuitive perception (sdkfi) of ignorance 
{ajndna)y and no one can have any direct intuitive perception with- 
out also being a knower. Thus, when after sleep a man says ” I did 
not know even myself, I slept so well,” what he means is that he did 
not know himself with all the particulars of his name, caste, 
parentage, etc., as he knows when he is awake. It does not mean 
that he had absolutely no knowledge at all. Even on liberation the 
entity denoted by “I” {aham-artha) remains; for it is the self that 
is denoted. If there is no one to feel or to know in the state of 
liberation, who is it that is liberated, and who is to strive for such a 
liberation? To be revealed to itself is self-consciousness and im- 
plies necessarily the knower as the “I” that knows, and therefore 
the notion of ”1” denotes the self in its own nature as that which 
knows and feels. But the entity denoted by the notion of “I” 
(aham-artha) should be distinguished from the non-spiritual cate- 
gory of mind or the antahkarana^ which is but a modification of 
prakrti or the false feeling of conceit, which is always regarded as 
bad and is the cause of the implication of insult towards superior 
persons and this is clearly due to ignorance {avidyd). 

The next point of discussion raised by Ramanuja in this con- 
nection, to prove his point that there is no reality which can be re- 
garded as characterless and unqualified in any absolute sense, is in 
the attempt that he makes to refute Sankara’s contention that the 
scriptures give us sufficient ground for acknowledging such a 
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reality, and their authority is to be considered as the highest and as 
absolutely irrefutable. Sankara had urged that the testimony of the 
scriptures was superior to that of perception. But the scriptures are 
based on the assumption of plurality, without which no language is 
possible. These are for that reason false. For the superiority that is 
ascribed to the scriptures was due to their teaching of the doctrine 
that all plurality and difference are false, and that the reality is 
absolutely difierenceless ; but yet since the meaning and the expres- 
sions of the scriptures are themselves based on the assumption of 
difference, how can the teaching of the scriptures be anything but 
false Again, since they are as faulty as perception on account of 
their assumption of plurality, why should they be regarded as 
having an authority superior to perception? When the scriptures 
are based on error, what is communicated by them must likewise be 
erroneous, though it may not be directly contradicted by experience. 
If a man who is absolutely out of touch with all men has an eye- 
disease which makes him see things at a great distance double, 
then his vision of two moons in the sky, though it may not be con- 
tradicted by his or any one else*s experience, is yet false. So, when 
there is defect, the knowledge produced by it must be false, whether 
it is contradicted or not. Hence, avidyd being false, the Brahman 
communicated by it through its manifested forms, the scriptures, 
must also be false. And one may well argue, that, since Brahman 
is the object of knowledge produced by means tainted by avidyd^ it 
is false, just as the world is false {Brahma mithyd avidyddy-utpanna" 
jndna-vi^ayatvdt prapancavat). In anticipation of such objections 
Sankara urges that even false dreams can portend real good or bad 
happenings, or an illusory sight of a snake may cause real death. 
Ramanuja’s answer to this is that w^hat is meant by saying that 
dreams are false is that there is some knowledge, corresponding to 
which there are no objects; so there is knowledge in illusion and 
real fear due to such knowledge, but the corresponding external 
object does not exist. So in these cases also the communication of 
truth, or a real thing, or a real fact, is not by falsehood, but real 
knowledge; for no one doubts that he had knowledge in his dream 
or in his illusion. So far as the fact that there was knowledge in 
dream is concerned, dreams are true, so that it is useless to say that 
in dreams falsehood portends real* fact. 

Thus, from whatever point of view it may be argued, it is im- 
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possible to prove that the reality is characterless and difFerenceless, 
whether such a reality be pure being, or a unity of being, intel- 
ligence and bliss, or pure intuitional experience, and such a con- 
tention will so much cripple the strength of the scriptures that no- 
thing can be proved on their authority and their right to supersede 
the authority of perception can hardly be established. But the 
scriptures also do not speak of any characterless and unqualified 
reality. For the texts referring to Brahman as pure being (CA., vi. 
2. i), or as transcendent (Mi/nJ., i. i. 5), or where the Brahman is 
apparently identified with truth and knowledge {Tail,, ii. 1. 1), can 
actually be proved to refer to Brahman not as qualityless, but as 
possessing diverse excellent qualities of omniscience, omnipotence, 
all-pervasiveness, eternality and the like. The denial of qualities is 
but a denial of undesirable qualities {heya-gundn pratmdhya). 
When Brahman is referred to in the scriptures as one, that only 
means that there is no second cause of the world to rival him; but 
tnat does not mean that His unity is so absolute that He has no 
qualities at all. Even where Brahman is referred to as being of the 
essence of knowledge, that does not mean that such an essence of 
knowledge is qualityless and characterless; for even the knower is of 
the essence ot knowledge, and, being of the essence of knowledge, 
may as well be considered as the possessor of knowledge, just as a 
lamp, which is of the nature of light, may well be regarded as pos- 
sessing rays of light 


Refutation of Sankara’s avidya. 

It is urged by Sankara that the self-luminous diffeienceless one 
reality appears as the manifold world through the influence of de- 
fect {dosa)» This defect, called avidyd^ hides its own nature and pro- 
duces various appearances and can neither be described as being 
nor as non-being: for it cannot be being, since then the illusion and 
the realization of its being an error would be inexplicable, and it 
cannot be non-being since then the world-appearance, as well as 
its realization as being wrong, would be inexplicable. 


^ jndna-sffarupasyaiva tasya jUdnd^irayatvam mani^dyumani-pradfpd-divad 
ity uktam eva, Srl-bhdfya^ p. 6i. 

The above is based on the discussions in the SrUhhdfya known as maAd- 
pUrva-pakfa and mahd^siddhdnta. Srl-bhdfya, p. lo et seq. 
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Ramanuja, in refuting avidydy says that this avidyd is impossible 
since it must lean on some other thing for its support {dsraya)^ and 
it is clear that individual souls cannot be its support, since they 
themselves are regarded as being the products of avidyd. The 
Brahman also cannot be its support; for it is self-luminous con- 
sciousness and is hence opposed to avidyd, which is regarded as 
being liable to be recognized as illusory as soon as the true know- 
ledge dawns. It cannot be argued that it is only the knowledge that 
Brahman is of the nature of pure knowledge, and not pure know- 
ledge forming the essence of Brahman, that destroys avidyd; for 
there is no difference between these two, between knowledge as the 
essence of Brahman and knowledge as removing avidyd. The nature 
of Brahman that is revealed by the knowledge that Brahman is of 
the nature of pure knowledge is already present in His pure self- 
luminous nature, which must necessarily on that account destroy 
avidyd^. Moreover, in accordance with Sankara’s view, Brahman, 
being of the nature of pure intuition, cannot further be the object 
of any other knowledge, and hence the nature of Brahman should 
not be further the object of any other concept. So, if know ledge is 
to be opposed to ignorance or avidyd, it must be in its own essence 
as it is, in itself, and so Brahman, as pure knowledge, ought to be 
opposed to avidyd. Moreover, to say that Brahman, which is of the 
nature of pure self-illumination, is hidden by avidyd is to say that 
the very nature of Brahman is destroyed {svarupa-ndsa) ; for, since 
pure self-illumination is never produced, its concealment can only 
mean that it is destroyed, since it has no other nature than pure 
self-illumination. Again, if the contentless pure self-luminous in- 
tuition is said to assume diverse forms on account of the defect of 
avidyd, which is supported by it, then the question may be asked, 
whether this defect is real or unreal. If it is real, then the monism 
fails, and, if it is unreal, then the question arises, how is this unreal 
defect brought about If it is brought about by some other defect, 
then, that also being unreal, the same question will again arise, and 
hence there will be a vicious infinite {anavasthd). If it is held that 
even without any real basis one unreal defect may be the cause of 
another unreal defect and so on in a beginningless series, then we 

^ Sudarsana Suri says here that, if there is such a difference between Brahman 
as essence and Brahman as destroying avidyd, that would mean that one form of 
Brahman is different from its other form, or, in other words, that it is qualified. 
Sruta^prakdiikd, Pandit edition, Benares, vol. ix, p. 658. 
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virtually have nihilism {Madhyamika-pakfa or Sunya-^vada) K If, to 
escape these criticisms, it is held that the defect is the very essence 
of intuition {anubhuti) or Brahman, then, Brahman being eternal, 
the defect also will be eternal, and emancipation, or the cessation 
of the world-appearance, will never take place. Again, this avidya 
is said to be indefinable, being different from both the existent 
and the non-existent {sad-asad-vilaksana). But how can this be? 
A thing must be either existing or not existing; how can there be 
anything’ which is neither existing nor not-existing ? 

Referring to the arguments of the Sahkarites in favour of the 
existence of ajndna (nescience) as a positive entity and as directly 
perceived in such perceptions as “I am ignorant,” “I do not know 
myself or any others,” Ramanuja says that such perceptions refer 
only to the non-existence of the knowledge of an object prior to its 
apprehension (prdga-bhdva). Ramanuja argues that the ignorance 
perceived cannot refer to its specific and ‘determinate object; for, 
if it did, then the object would be known and there would be no 
ignorance at all; and if the ajndna does not refer to any specific 
object, how can the ajndna or ignorance, standing by itself, be per- 
ceived or realized? If it is urged that ajndna refers to indistinct 
(a-visada-svarupa) knowledge, then also it may be said that this 

* Sudarsana Sun here points out that the J^ankantes try to evade the vicious 
infinite in three ways: firstly, those who think that ijirnorancc (at'tdyd) is as- 
sociated with jUjaijWd~jNmia- 7 wdi)v\p\ 3 Lix\ it b> aflirinin^ it so as to involve an infinite 
series like the sccd-and-the-shooi (vljnnkura), but not a vicious infinite; since on 
their view jlva is produced by avidya and avidya is a^ain produced by jiva 
{avidyayam jlvnh jWada 7 itJyd). Those again who think that avidya belongs to 
Brahman {Hi ahmd-jndna-vddi) hold that avidya is by nature beginninglcss and the 
iriaiionality or unreasonableness of its nature is nothing surprising. As regards 
the bcginninglcssness of avidya in an infinite series {pravdhd-naditvd) of jiva and 
avidya and a^fidyd and jiva as propounded in the first view' of the jlvd-jndnC’- 
vndins^ the refutation of it by those who hold that the ajndna belongs to Brahman 
is enough. For they have pointed out that such a view' goes against the uni- 
versally accepted doctrine of the eternity of souls, since it held that the souls came 
out through avidya and ovidyd through s«>uis. The other view, that the illusory 
series is by itself beginningless, is no better; for, if one illusion were the basis of 
another illusion in a beginningless series, this would be practically identical with 
the nihilistic philosophy. Moreover, even if the illusion is admitted to be begin- 
ningless in nature, then al.so that must await some other root primary cause 
[ynida-dosapek^a) from which this successive series of illusions springs, and from 
that another, and so there will arise the vicious infinite. If no such root cause 
is awraited, the world-appearance may itself be rcgaidcd as avidya ^ and there will 
be no need to suppose the existence of any root cause as avidya. Again, if avidyd 
is held to be irrational in nature, why should it not affect the emancipated souls 
and also Brahman } If it is answered that it does not do so because the emanci- 
pated souls and Brahman are pure, then that means that this avidyd is rational 
and wise and not irrational. jSruta'-prakdstkd, in Pandit, vol. ix, pp. 636—665. 
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may be regarded as the absence of the rise of distinct knowledge. 
Thus, even if a positive ignorance is admitted, it must somehow 
be related to something else to which it refers. In whatever way 
one may attempt to explain ajndna (ignorance), either as want of 
knowledge, or as other than knowledge, or as opposed to know- 
ledge, it can be made possible only by a knowledge of the very fact 
of which it will be the opposite. Even darkness has to be conceived 
as being opposed to light; and hence one must have knowledge of 
light in order to understand darkness, as being opposed to it. But 
the ajndna (ignorance) of the Sahkarites cannot stand by itself, and 
so must show its content by a reference to the object or entity of 
which there is ignorance. Therefore, in the aforesaid experiences, 
“ I am ignorant,” ” I do not know myself or any one else,” it should 
be admitted that what is felt is this want of rise of knowledge and 
not any positive ignorance, as the latter is equally found to be re- 
lative to the object and the subject and has no advantage over the 
former. Moreover, the Brahman, which is ever free and ever the 
same pure self-luminous intelligence, cannot at any time feel this 
ignorance or avidyd. It cannot hide Brahman ; for Brahman is pure 
intelligence, and that alone. If it is hidden, that amounts to the 
destruction of Brahman. Again, if Brahman can perceive ajndna^ 
it can as well perceive the world appearance; if by hiding Brahman 
the ajndna makes itself perceived by Brahman, then such ajndna 
cannot be removed by true knowledge, since it has the power of 
concealing knowledge and of making itself felt by it. Further, it 
cannot be said that avidyd hides the Brahman only partially; for 
Brahman has no part. So the above experience of ” I did not know 
anything,” as remembered in tl|g awakened state and referring to 
experiences of deep sleep, is not the memory of ajndna or ignorance 
directly experienced in deep sleep {susupti)^ but an inference during 
the awakened state of not having any knowledge during deep sleep 
on account of there being no memory^. Inference also is unavailing 
for proving the existence of any ajndna; for not only would such 
premises of inference involve a faulty reason, but no proper ex- 
ample could be found which could satisfy the claim of reason by a 
reference to any known case where a similar thing happens. More- 

^ ato na kincid avedifam iti jndnam na tmuranam kintu asmarana^H^tgakaifi 
jnand-hhlSva-visavam anumiti^rQpam $ruta'’p¥aktisikd, p, 178. (Nir^ayasAgar ed. 

(91^).) 
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over, it is quite easy to formulate other series of inferences to dis- 
prove the possibility of such ajndna as is accepted by the Sah- 
karites^ * 

Ramanuja’s theory of Illusion — ^AU knowledge is Real. 

Ramanuja says that all illusion may briefly be described as per- 
ception in which a thing appears to be different from what it is 
(anyasya anyathdvabhdsah). It is unreasonable to imagine that the 
illusory content of perception must be due to no cause, or is some- 
thing wholly unperceived or wholly unknown (atyantd-paridrstd- 
kdranaka-vastu-kalpand-yogdty. If such a wholly chimerical thing 
is imagined to be the content of illusory perception, then it must be 
inexpressible or indescribable (anirvacantya); but no illusory object 
appears as indescribable; it appears as real. If it appeared as an 
inexpressible entity, there would be neither illusion nor its correc- 
tion. So ft has to be admitted that in all illusions (e.g. in conch- 
shell-silver illusion) one thing (e.g. the conch-shell) appears in 
another form (e.g. silver). In all theories of illusion, whatever may 
he the extent of their error, they have ultimately to admit that in all 
illusions one thing appears in the form of another. Speaking against 
the Sahkarites, it may be asked, he urges, how is their inexpressible 
{anirvacaniya) silver produced? I'he illusory perception cannot be 
the cause; for the perception follows only the production of the 
indescribable silver and cannot precede it to be its cause. It cannot 
he due to the defects in our sense-organs; for such defects are sub- 
jective and therefore cannot affect the .laturc of objective reality or 
object. Moreover, if it is inexpressible and indescribable, why 
should it appear under certain circumstances in the specific form 
of a particular kind of appearance, silver? If it is urged that this is 
due to the foct of there being a similarity between silver and conch- 
shell, it may again be asked whether this similarity is real or unreal. 
It cannot be real, since the content is illusory; it cannot be unreal 
since it has reference to real objects (e.g. the real silver in a shop). 
So such a theory of illusion is open to many criticisms. 

Ramanuja seems to have himself favoured the anyathd-khydti 
theory of illusion, and says that there will be no explanations of 
contradiction of knowledge involved in illusory knowledge, or of 
consequent failure of behaviour as suggested by such knowledge, 

^ iSruta^prakdsikdf pp. 178-180, 
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unless error is ultimately explained as the wrongful appearance of 
one thing as another. He also says that all the other theories of 
illusion (except possibly the yathdrtka-khydti view, as suggested 
in the Sruta-prakdHkd commtntairy—yathdrtha-khydti-vyatirikta- 
paksesu anyathd-khydtupdksah prabalah) would ultimately have to 
accept the analysis of error as the wrongful appearance of one thing 
as another {khydty-antardndm tu suduram api gatvd anyathdva-- 
bhdsah dsrayaniyah — Rdmdnujabhdsya), Ramanuja further points 
out that even the akhydti theory of illusion (i.e. illusion considered 
as being due to the non-apprehension of the difference between the 
presentation of the “this** of the conch-shell and the memory of 
silver) is a form of anyathd-khydti; for ultimately here also one has 
to accept the false identification of two characters or two ideas. 
Venkatanatha, commenting on this point in his Nydya-parisuddhi, 
says that the appearance of one thing as another is the indispensable 
condition of all errors, but the non-apprehension of difference must 
always be granted as an indispensable condition which must exist 
in all cases of false identification and has therefore the advantage of 
a superior simplicity (Idghava); yet the anyathd-khydti theory gives 
the proper and true representation of the nature of illusion, and no 
theory of illusion can do away with the need of admitting it as a 
correct representation of the phenomenon of illusion. So Venkata- 
natha says that Ramanuja, while he agrees with the anyathd-khydti 
view as a theory of illusion, yet appreciates the superior simplicity 
of the akhydti view as giving us the indispensable condition of all 
forms of illusion. 

But, though Ramanuja himself prefers the anyathd-khydti view 
of illusion, he could not very well pass over the yathdrtha-khydti 
view, as advocated by the senior adherents and founders of the 
school of thought which he interpreted, viz. Bodhayana, Natha- 
muni and Varada Visnu Mi^ra. Ramanuja is thus faced with two 
different theories, one that he himself advocated and the other that 
was advocated by his seniors. Fortunately for him, while his own 
theory of anyathd-khydti was psychological in character, the other 
theory of yathdrtha khydti w as of an ontological character, so that 
it was possible for one to hold the one view psychologically and the 
other view ontologicaliy . Ramanuja, therefore, offers xh^yathdrtha- 
khydti view as an alternative. Yenkafan^tha says that xhi^yathdrtha^ 
khydti view can only be put forw'ard as a theory based on scriptural 
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evidence, but cannot be supported as a philosophical theory which 
can be experienced and therefore as a scientific theory of illusion. 
We have to make up our minds between the two plausible alter- 
native theories of anyathd-khydti and akhydti. 

Ramanuja, to distinguish the yathdrtha-khydti theory of his 
seniors, whom he refers to by the term “Vedic school” {peda- 
viddtn matam\ develops this view in a number of verses and says 
that he understands on the strength of the scriptural texts that the 
material world was created by the intermingling of the three ele- 
ments, fire, water and earth, so that in each object there are all the 
three elements. When a particular element predominates in any 
material object, it is found to possess more qualities of that element 
and is designated by its character, though it still holds the qualities 
of other elements in it. Thus it may in some sense be said that all 
things are in all things. A conch-shell possesses also the qualities 
of tejas, or silver, and it is on that account that it may be said to 
resemble silver in some sense. What happens in the case of illusion 
is that through defects of organs, etc., the qualities or characters in 
a conch-shell representing other elements arc not noticed and hence 
the perception can only grasp the qualities or characters of silver 
existing in the conch-shell, and the conch-shell is perceived as 
silver. So the knowledge of silver in a conch-shell is neither false, 
nor unreal, but is real, and refers to a real object, the silver element 
existing in the conch-shell In this view of illusion all knowledge 
is regarded as referring to a real object (yathdrtha^khydti)'^. The 
difference between this view and that of Prabhakara is this, that, 
while Prabhakara was content with the negative condition of non- 
apprehension of the difference between the present perception of 
a glittering conch-shell and the memory of silver in the shop as the 
cause of the illusion, and urges that knowledge is real either as per- 
ception or as the memory, and that illusion has been the result 
of non-apprehension of the distinction of the two, Ramanuja is 
more radical, since he points out that the perception of silver in a 

' See Sruta-prakdsikd^ pp. 183-6. 

* According to Sudariana Suri this view is the traditional view (sdmpra 
dayika) accepted by BodhSyana, Nathamuni, R&ma MUra and others, which 
R&manuja, as a faithful follower of that school, had himself followed. Thus, 
Ramanuja says: 

yatha-Tthatn sarva-vijUdnMn iti veda-viddffi matam 

iruti-smrtibhyah sarvasya sarvd-tmatva-pratltitah. 

Bhdfya and Sruta-prakdsikd, p. 183. 
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conch-shell is due to the real perception of the element of 
silver in a conch-shell and the non-apprehension owing to defects 
{dosa) of the other elements present in it which would have shown 
its difference from silver. So what is called the illusory perception 
of silver in the conch-shell has a real objective basis to which 
it refers. 

Dreams are explained by Ramanuja as being creations of God, 
intended to produce corresponding perceptions in the minds of 
the dreamers. The case of the appearance of a conch-shell as yellow 
to a person with jaundiced eyes is explained by him as due to the 
fact that yellow colour emanates from the bile of his eyes, and is 
carried to the conch-shell through the rays of the eyes which turn 
the white shell yellow. The appearance of the conch-shell as yellow 
is therefore a real transformation of the conch-shell, noticed by 
the eye of a jaundiced person, though this transformation can be 
noticed only by him and not by other persons, the yellow being 
very near his eyes^. 

The akhydti and the yathdriha-khydti views agree in holding 
that the imposed idea has a real basis as its object. But, while the 
former holds that this real basis is a past presentation, the latter 
holds that it is given as a presentation along with the object, i.e. 
the silver element, being mixed up with the conch-shell element, is 
also presented to the senses, but owing to some defects of circum- 
stances, organs of sight, etc., the conch-shell, which ought to be 
the main part, is not perceived. Thus, it is only the silver part that 
forms the presentation, and hence the error. So non-perception of 
the conch-shell part is commop to both the views; but, while the 
akhydti view holds that the silver part is only a reproduced image 
of past experience, the yathdrtha-khydti view grounds itself on the 
trivrt-karana texts of the Upanisads and holds that the silver part 
is perceived at the time. But Sudarsana Suri refers to the views of 
other teachers {kecid dedrydh) and says that the trivrt-karana view 
may well explain the misapprehension of one element (bhutu) for 
another; but in the cases of misapprehension due to similarity 
trivrUkarana is not of much use, for trivrt-karana and panci-karana 

^ Other types of errors or illusions are similarly explained by RSmSnuja as 
having a, real objective existence, fite elror being due to the non-apprehension of 
other elements which are objectively existent and associated with the entity 
which is the object of illusory perception, but which owing to defects are not 
perceived. See ibid. pp. 187, 188. 
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can explain the intermixture of bhUtas, but not of the bhautikas, 01 
the later modifications of the five elements into the varied sub- 
stances such as conch-shell and silver, which are mutually mis- 
apprehended for each other on account of their similarity. It has, 
therefore, to be maintained that in these Mu/a-modifications also 
the trivrt-karana principle applies to a certain extent; for here also 
the molecules or atoms of things or substances are made up of large 
parts of some 6/tt2/a-modification and smaller parts of one or more 
of other 6A^/^i-modifications. The conch-shell molecules are thus 
made up of large parts of conch-shell material and smaller parts of 
the silver material, and this explains the similarity of the one ele- 
ment to the other. The similarity is due to the real presence of one 
element in the other, and is called the pratinidht-nydya^ or the 
maxim of determining similarity by real representation. So in all 
cases of misapprehension of one thing as another through similarity 
there is no misapprehension in the strict sense, but a right appre- 
hension of a counterpart in the other object constituting the basis 
of the similarity, and the non-apprehension of the bigger and the 
larger part which held the counterpart coeval with it. It is because 
the conch-shell contains a major part of conch-shell element {iukty^ 
amsa) and only a minor part of silver that it passes as conch-shell 
and not as silver. Conch-shell cannot serve the purpose of silver, 
despite the silver element in it, on account of the obstruction of the 
major part of the conch-shell element; and it is also on account of 
this that under normal circumstances the silver element in it is 
hidden by the conch-shell element, and we say that we perceive 
conch-shell and not silver. When it is said that this is conch-shell 
and not silver {nedam rajatam), the “not silver*' has no other 
meaning than that of the conch-shcll, the apprehension of which 
dispelled the idea of silver. It is the conch-shell that is designated 
in its negative aspect as “not silver'* and in its positive aspect as 
conch-shell. 

Ramanujacarya, alias Vadihanisambuvahacarya, the maternal 
uncle of Vehkatanatha, seems to support the Ramanuja method of 
saUkhydti by showing that all the other three rival theories of 
illusion, such as that of anyathd-hhydti, akhydti, and the anitva- 
caniya-khydti, cross each other and are therefore incompatible. But 
he takes great pains to show that the saUkhydti theory may be sup- 
ported on the basis of the logical implications involved in both the 
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anyatha-hhydti and the akhydti types of realism. He starts the dis- 
cussion by taking for granted the akhydti type of realism and its 
logical implications. He holds that it also would ultimately lead to 
anyathd-khydti, and that therefore (excepting the sat~khydti)y of all 
the khydtisy anyathd^hhydti is perhaps the best. He says in his 
Nydya-kulisa that, since the way of knowledge requires that the 
sense-organs should reach their objects, even in illusory perception 
there must be some objects which they reach; for they could not 
convey any knowledge about an object with which they were not in 
contact ^ The defect {dosa) cannot account for the production of 
new knowledge, for it only serves to obstruct anything from being 
perceived or known. Defects only obstruct the course of the 
natural sequence of cause and effect ^ just as fire would destroy the 
natural shooting powers of seeds Moreover, taking the old ex- 
ample of the conch-shell-silver, it may be asked how, if there was 
no silver at all objectively present, there could be any knowledge of 
such an absolutely non-existing thing? Since our awareness can- 
not refer to non-existing entities, all forms of awareness must 
guarantee the existence of corresponding objects. What happens in 
the case of the illusion of conch-shell-silver is that there is memory 
of silver pieviously experienced and the “this,** which is ex- 
perienced at the time of the illusion; and it is on account of the de- 
fects {dosa) that it is not grasped that the silver is only a memory of 
past experience, while it is only the “this** in front of us that is 
experienced at the time {do§dt pramu^ta-tcidavafnarsah)^. 

Vadihamsambuvaha, weighing the various arguments of the 
rival theories of anyathd-hhydti and akhydti^ deals with the argu- 
ments of the anyathd-khydti view which holds that it is the conch- 
shell that appears as silver. As against the objections raised by such 
a view in opposition to the akhydti view, viz., if each thing is dif- 
ferent from every other thing, how can an illusion be explained as 
being due to the non-apprehension of the difference between the 
silver remembered and the “this** perceived directly in experience ? 
Arguing in its favour, he says that the difference which is not 

^ indriydndm prdpya-kdritvena aprdptd-rtha^prakdiana nupapattef^, Nydya^ 
kuUia, Madras Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4910* 

* dofdndtn kdrya-vighdta-mdtra-httutv€fw kSryd-ntaro-pajanakatvd-yogdi^ na 
hy agm^sofftsprUosya kalama^tdjasya aAkiird^tpddane sdmarthyam asH. Jbtd, 

* idam iti puro-vastuni antAhavaft rajattm iti ca pOrvd^tiubhata^riyata’-vifayd 

Und. 
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apprehended here consists of that characteristic which exists in 
things by virtue of which one thing is not confused with or misappre- 
hended as another thing, and it is the non-apprehension of this 
differentiating characteristic that causes the misapprehension of 
the conch-shell as silver {sarnsarga’-virodhi-'vaidharmya-viiesa-'rupa- 
bhedd-gtahah pravrUi^-heUdi)^, But the real objections to holding 
this akhydti view of illusion to be ultimately sufficient consists in 
the fact that it cannot do away with the necessity of the synthetic 
operation {samsarga-vydpdra) consisting of a thing being regarded 
as such-and-such, as found in all discussions of disputants, in all 
our behaviours and concepts of error and illusion. This forces us 
to accept the anyathd-hhydti view as an unavoidable and ultimate 
explanation Vadihamsambuvaha urges that, since the silver is 
felt to be in that which is only a piece of conch-shell, this must 
imply the imposition of the one on the other (which is the essential 
part of anyathd-khydti). Just as in the real perception of a piece of 
silver the object before us is experienced as silver, so in the conch- 
shell-silver illusion, the object before us is experienced as silver, 

- Madras Govt. MS, No. 4910. 

* Like the seniors referred to by RSmSlnuja, Prabh&kara also considers ail 
knowledge to be valid (yathdrtharn sarvam eve'ha vijndnam iti, Prakara^-pancikd, 
p. 32), though the former does so on ontological grounds and the latter on psycho- 
logical and experiential grounds. Salikan^tha, representing Prabhakara’s view, 
says that, whatever is the content of awareness, that alone is known, and at the 
time of the conch-shell-silver illusion, what is known is ''this is silver," but there 
IS no knowledge of conch-shell, since it is not the content of awareness at the 
time. Thus it cannot be said that the illusory knowledge consists of knowing the 
conch-shell as silver, but of the " this " as silver ; for, when there is the knowledge 
of illusory silver, there is no knowledge of conch-shell. What happens in illusory 
perception is that through defects the differentiating characteristics of the conch- 
shell are not apprehended and the conch-shell is perceived only in its general 
character as an object. Then there is memory of silver, and through a defect in 
the mental process {rnano-do^dt) the silver is not remembered with its original 
association of time and place as that silver which was perceived there, but is simply 
remembered as an image of silver {tad-ity-amia-pardmaria-vivarjitam). Though 
there is no such definite experience that I remember silver, yet the idea of 
silver has to be admitted to be due to memory ; for it cannot be due either to per- 
ception or to inference or to any other source of knowledge. Thus, through the 
elimination of all other sources of knowledge, silver has to be admitted to be due 
to memory (ananya-gatitah srnrtir atrd'vagamyate). On account of the absence 
of a feeling that I rem.;mber a past experience, the memory of silver cannot be 
distinguished from a percept ; for it is only these facts that distinguish a present 
percept from a reproduced image ; and so we fail to differentiate between this 
memory and the actual perception of some object before us (the differentiating 
characteristics of which are entirely lost to us through defects of sense-organs or 
the like). On account of the non-apprehension of the distinction, these two dif- 
ferent kinds of awaieness themselves produce the illusion of a direct and im- 
mediate perception of silver which is not there at the time, and even tempt us to 
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and here also it is the conch-shell that appears as silver. When the 
illusion is dispelled, we say that “this is not silver''; this cannot 
mean the mere presence of the conch-shell, but it must mean the 
denial of the imposition that was made previously. For, if nega- 
tions could be treated as positive entities, then there would be no 
difference between positives and negatives {badhyasya vidhi- 
rupatve vidhi-nisedha-vyatydsam ca nisedhe badha iti tulydrthatvdty. 
The akhydti view speaks of non-apprehension of absence of as- 
sociation (e.g. of conch-shell-silver, asamsargdgraha) to be the 
cause of illusion. It may well be asked. What is this absence of 
association ? It cannot be the mere thing itself; for, had it been so, 
we should expect that the thing itself (say the conch-shell) is not 
perceived and this alone constitutes error, which is impossible. 
Moreover, the silver is felt to be in front of us as the object we per- 
ceive and not as something which we remember. We know that, 
when we perceive illusorily that “this is silver," there is the per- 
ception of a false association {badhaka-samsarga-grahanam) ; but the 
concept of non-apprehension of difference {bheddgraha) never seems 
to be practically realized in experience. If we inquire into the 
nature of what constitutes falsity or contradiction (e.g. in conch- 
shell-silver), we find that it is not the fact that a conch-shell when 
burnt becomes ash while silver, when burnt, may be made into a 
finger-ring that constitutes error, but the fact that what was believed 
to be capable of being rendered into a finger-ring by being put into 
fire cannot be so done {yadi tv-angultyakddi-hetutaydbhimatasya 
vyavahdrasya bhasma-hetutvako hy atra visesah). If this is what is 
really meant by falsehood, it is nothing but the apprehension of the 
cause of one kind of action as^ being another cause {anya-hetu^ 
vyavahdro *nya~hetutaydvagatah). This will be anyathd-khydti; for, 
if even here it is urged to be non-apprehension of difference, then 


stretch our hands to pick it up, as if there were a real piece of silver before us. 
(See Prakarana-panetkd^ Ch. iv, Naya-vlthi.) 

Sudarsana Suri, commenting on the akhydti view in his Smia-prakdHkd in 
connection with his commentary on the yathdrtha-khydti view of Ramanuja’s 
seniors, says that the akhydti view has the advantage of superior simplicity or 
the minimum ass^imption, viz. that in illusion only an indehnite object is seen, 
and the distinction between this and the image roused in memory by it is not 
apprehended. This has to be admitted in all theories of illusion, and in addition 
other assumptions have to be made. . 

^ Nydya~kuliia of Vadihafpsambuvaha Ramanujacarya, Govt. Oriental MS. 
No. 4910. 
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the experience in such cases of the belief of one thing as another is 
not explained^. In all such cases the final appeal must be made to 
experience, which attests all cases of illusion as being the appear- 
ance of one thing as another^. 

But though Vadiharnsambuvahacarya thus tries to support the 
anyathd-khydti view of illusion, yet he does not dismiss the akhydti 
view of error curtly, but admits that it may also properly explain 
facts of illusion, when looked at from another point of view. For, 
if there was not the non-apprehension of difference between silver 
and conch-shell, the conch-shell could not be mistaken as silver. 
So, even in anyathd-khydtiy there is one element of akhydti in- 
volved : for in order that one may behave towards a piece of conch- 
shell in the same way as one would do to a piece of silver, it is 
necessary that one should not be able to distinguish between what 
one sees before one and what one remembers. But, 'though the 
negative fact of akhydti ^ i.e., non-apprehension of difference, may 
be regarded in many cases as a necessary stage, yet the positive fact 
of association {samsarga) or synthesis has to be admitted as an in- 
dispensable process, connecting the different elements constituting 
a concrete perception. The root-cause of all our behaviour and 
action, being of the nature of synthetic association, it would be 
wrong to suppose that non-apprehension of difference could by 
itself be made a real cause of our actions {na ca mula-bhute samsarga- 
jndne pravrtti-kdrane siddhe tad-iipajivino nirantara-jndnasya 
pravrttihetutvam iti yuktam vaktumy. Although Vadihamsam- 
buvaha spends all his discussions on the relative strength of 
akhydti and anyathd-khydti as probable theories of illusion, yet he 
refers to the view of illusion mentioned by Ramanuja that all things 
are present in all things and that therefore no knowledge is illusory. 
He considers this view as the real and ultimately correct view. But, 
if this were so, all his discussions on the akhydti and anyathd- 
khydti theories of illusion w^ould be futile. Vadihamsambuvaha 
does not, however, attempt to show how, if this theory be admitted, 
the other theories of akhydti or anyathd-khydti could be sup- 


‘ yadi cd^trd'pi hhedd-grahak iaranam sydt tato'bhimdna^viie^a-krta-bddha- 
vyavasthd na sidhyet. Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4910. 

* katham ayatn loka^vyavahdro vftia iti^ na hi kancid updjihtnt andlatnbya lokt 
iabda-prayogo'vakalpyatet tasmdd badhya-bddhaka-bhdvd^nyathd-nupapattyd any- 
athd-khydti-siddhih. Ibid. 

• Ibid. 
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ported^. He further criticizes the anirvacantya-khydti (illusion as 
the indescribable creation of, say, the appearance of silver in the 
conch-shell-silver illusion), a view of illusion as held by the Sah- 
karites, in the stereotyped form with which we are already familiar. 

Anantacarya, a writer of the nineteenth century, laid stress on 
the view of illusion which held that all things were contained in all 
things, and hence the perception of conch-shell as silver was neither 
false knowledge nor non-apprehension of the difference between 
what is perceived and what is remembered; for the perception 
“this is silver” is a complex of two perceptions, “this” and 
“silver.” Had not this been a case of actual perception, we should 
not have felt as if we perceived the “this” before us as “silver.” 
The function of dosa (defect) was only to hide the conch-shell part 
(mixed up with the silver part) from perception. To say that all 
perceptions have objective entities corresponding to them (yath- 
drtha) does not mean that things are as they are perceived, but it 
means that it is not true that what is perceived has not an objective 
basis corresponding to it®. That sort of ^ejVw-substance which forms 
the material cause of silver certainly exists in the elemental tejasy 
and, the earth-particles forming the material cause of conch-shells 
being present in the elemental earth-substances, these substances 
get mixed in the primitive stage of compounding by trivrt-karanay 
and this explains the presence of the objective substratum of silver 
in the illusory perception of silver®. It is evident, argues Anant- 
acarya, that conch-shell cannot appear as silver; for, since conch- 
shell is not silver, how can it appear as silver? In order properly to 
account for the perceptual experience “this is silver,” it is necessary 
to assume that the two constituents, “this” and “silver,” of the 
complex “this is silver” are both perceptually determined; for it 
is only in this way that one can justify the perception “I perceive 
this silver.” 

1 ytzdy apt bhutdndfft paHcikarana-labdha-parcupara-vydptyd iuktikdydm api 
sddrfydt rajatai-kadeio vidyata eva iti siddhdntafi tathdpi na vidyata iti kfivd 
cintyatevddyruddhara^-preuiddhy-anuroiikdya. Govt. Oriental MSS. No. 4910. 

* tad^vifayaka^jndna^sdmdnyatp viiefydvrtH^dhanna^prakdrakatvd-hkdvavad 
iti yathdrtharp sarva-vijndnam, Jndita-ydthdrtkya-vdda, MSS. No. 4884. 

* yddrsa^dharmd-vacchitmdt tejVmidd rajatd^rambhaft USdfia-dharmd’- 
vacehinndndm apy affiidndm mahd^bhatdlmake t^asi sattvena iukty^drambhakatd’' 
vacchedaka~dharmd~vacchinndndin pdrtkiva-bhdgdndm api mahd-prthivydip 
sattvena tayoft 7 nahd~bhilta~trivrt~karatta^datdydm eva meland^sambhavdcchukty^ 
ddau rajatd-sad-^bhdvo-papatteh. Ibid, 

This is an answer to the already noted objection raised by the Sruta-^prakdHkd, 
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Failure of theistic proofs. 

The existence of God can be known by the testimony of the 
scriptures {sdsira-pramdnaka), and by that alone. All other proofs 
which seem to demonstrate the existence of God ultimately fail to 
do so, since suitable counter-arguments may always be successfully 
arrayed to destroy the efficacy of such arguments. 

God cannot be perceived either by any of the sense-organs or 
by the mind; for the former can make known only those objects 
with which they have come in contact, and the latter (excepting in 
the direct communication of feelings like pleasure, pain, etc.) can- 
not make external objects known to us without depending on the 
sense-organs. Further, God cannot be perceived by the special 
perception of saints {yogi-pratyaksa ) ; for these are of the nature of 
memory, and do not convey any facts previously unknown through 
the senses. The saints can perceive only what has been already 
perceived, though these may not be present to the senses at the 
time. Objects too small for the senses cannot be perceived; for 
there cannot be any sense-contact with them. No reason can be 
perceived by means of which a necessary inference could be drawn 
regarding the existence of a supreme person who has a direct 
acquaintance with all things and the pow^r of making them all. 
The ordinary argument that is offered is from effect to cause — 
since the world is “effect^’ (kdrya)^ it must have a cause, a maker, 
who has direct acquaintance with, all its materials and their utility 
and enjoys them. The world is “effect” because, like all effects, it 
is made up of parts {sdvayava)\ like a healthy human body, there- 
fore, it is under the guidance and superintendence of one person 
and one alone. But the point is that the two cases are not analogous. 
The human body is neither produced nor maintained in existence 
by its superintendent, the soul. The production of the body of a 
person is due to the adrsta (unseen effects of deeds) not only of that 
person, but also of beings who are benefited or in some way con- 
nected with it. Its existence as connected parts is due to the union 
of its parts, and does not depend for that on the living person who 
superintends it. Its existence as living is wholly unique and cannot 
be found in the case of the world as a whole.- The superintendence 
of one person need not be considered as the invariable cause of all 
movements; for it is well known that many persons unite their 
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efforts to move some heavy object which could not otherwise be 
moved. 

Moreover, if such a maker of the universe is to be admitted, 
could not the making of the world be better ascribed to one or more 
individual souls ? They have a direct acquaintance with the materials 
of the world. It is not necessary that the maker should be ac- 
quainted with the inner efficiencies or power of things; for it is 
enough if the objects containing those powers are directly known. 
We see also that in all examples of making, such as the making of a 
jug, a cloth, or the like, the maker is an ordinary human being. 
Since the inference of the existence of a cause of the world is in- 
spired by these examples, it will be only fair to assume that the 
maker of the universe belongs to the same class of beings as the 
makers of the ordinary mundane effects, such as a jug or a cloth. 
Thus, instead of assuming a supreme being to be the maker of the 
universe, we might as well assume an individual soul to be the 
maker of the universe. Hence it is difficult to prove the existence 
of God by inference. Ordinarily inferences are applied for the 
knowing of an object which may also be known in other ways, and 
in all such cases the validity of any inference is tested by these. But 
in the case of the application of inference for the knowing of God 
this is not possible; for God cannot be known by any other direct 
or indirect method. So the application of inference is not of any 
use here, since there is nothing which can test the validity of the 
inference or can determine that inference in a particular way and 
in that way alone. Therefore, since all sorts of inferences can be 
made from diverse propositions, it is not possible to determine that 
any particular kind of inference would be more acceptable than any 
other. 

There are some who would still want to support the cosmo- 
logical argument on the ground that no less than a supreme person, 
entirely different from the individual persons, could be regarded 
as the maker of this vast universe; for the individuals cannot have 
the power of perceiving subtle things, or things which are ob- 
structed from our view, or things which are far away. Thus it is 
necessary to hold that the maker of the universe must be a being of 
unlimited powers. From the effect we infer its cause; and again 
from the nature of the effect we infer the nature of the cause. So, if 
the cause of the universe is to be inferred, then only such a cause 
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can be interred as really has the unlimited powers required for pro- 
ducing such an effect. It is irrelevant to infer such a cause as cannot 
produce it. Also the unessential conditions of ordinary causes need 
not be imported by suggesting that, just as in the case of ordinary 
human beings there must be a body and also instruments by which 
they can operate and produce the effect, so also in the case of the 
supreme cause it might be expected that He should have a body 
and should have instruments by which He could operate. This 
cannot be; for we know that many effects are wrought by sheer 
force of will and desire (sankalpa) and neither will nor desire needs 
a body for its existence, since these are generated not by body, but 
by mind {manas). The existence of manas also is independent of the 
existence of body; for the mind continues to exist even when it is 
dissociated from body. Since limited beings, who are under the 
sway of virtue and vice, are unable to produce this manifold uni- 
verse of such wonderful and diverse construction, it has to be ad- 
mitted that there exists a supreme person who has done it. More- 
over, since the material cause is seen in all known examples to be 
entirely different from the cause as agent or doer, there cannot be 
a Brahman which is both the material cause {iipdddna-karana) 
and the cause as agent (nimitta-kdrand) of this universe. 

To this, however, it may be replied that it is admitted that the 
world is effect and that it is vast, but it is not known that all parts 
of this vast world originated at one time and from one person. Not 
all jugs are made at one time and by one person. How can any room 
be made for an unknown supreme person and the possibility be 
ruled out that different individual souls, by virtue of special merit 
and special powers, should at different times create the different 
parts of the world, which now appear as one unified whole created 
by one person at one time? It is quite possible that the different 
parts of the world were created at different times and will similarly 
be destroyed at different times. To imagine the existence of one 
such supreme person who could create all this manifold may well 
be regarded as almost chimerical. From the fact that the world is 
effect all that can be argued is that it must have been produced by 
an intelligent being, but there is nothing to infer that it is neces- 
sarily the creation of one intelligent being. This infinite universe 
could not have sprung into being at any one moment, and there is 
no oroof that it did so. And. if it came into being gradually, it may 
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well be supposed that there were many intelligent beings who 
brought It into being gradually. Moreover, God, being absolutely 
complete in Himself, could not be conceived as having any need 
to effect such a creation, and He has neither body nor hands with 
which He could create. It is true that mind does not die with the 
body, but it is not found in any active state when it is not associated 
with the body. If it is admitted that God has a body, then He can- 
not be eternal. If His body could be eternal, though having parts, 
then on the same grounds the world too might be regarded as 
eternal. If the world is admitted to have come into being by His 
mere wish, that would be so strange as to be entirely dissimilar to 
all known cases of cause and effect. So, if one has to argue the ex- 
istence of God as cause of the world on the basis of the analogy of 
known causes and effects as experienced by us, and if such a God is 
endowed with all the attributes with which He is generally as- 
sociated, and with strange ways of creating this world. He must be 
such a cause as could never be inferred on the basis of the similarity 
of known causes and their modes of creating the effect. Thus, God 
can never be proved by inference. His existence has to be admitted 
on the testimony of scriptural texts and of that alone. 

Bhaskara and Ramanuja. 

Every careful reader of Bhaskara and Ramanuja must have 
noticed that Ramanuja was largely indebted for his philosophical 
opinions and views to Bhaskara, and on most topics their doctrines 
are more or less the same. It is possible that Ramanuja was in- 
debted for his views to Bodhayana or other Vaisnava writers, but, 
however that may be. his indebtedness to Bhaskara also was very 
great, as a comparative study of the two systems would show. 
However, the two systems are not identical, and there is an im- 
portant point on which they disagree. Bhaskara believed that there 
is Brahman as pure being and intelligence, absolutely formless, and 
the causal principle, and Brahman as the manifested effect, the 
world. According to Bhaskara there is no contradiction or dif- 
ficulty in such a conception, since all things have such a dual form 
as the one and the many or as unity and difference. “Unity in 
difference” is the nature of ail things. Ramanuja, however, holds 
that difference and unity cannot both be affirmed of the same thing. 
Thus, when we affirm “this is like this,” it is not true that the same 
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entity is both the subject and the predicate. For example, when 
“this'* in the above proposition stands for a cow, the predicate 
“like thisr“ stands for_ its particular and unique description of 
bodily app^ararice. The latter is only the attribute of the former and 
determines its nature and character. There is no meaning in assert- 
ing the identity of the^subject and the predicate or in asserting that 
it is the same entity that in one form as unity is “ subject “ and in 
another form as difference is the predicate. Bhaskara argues that 
the conditions and the conditioned {avasthd^taadvasthas ca) are not 
wholly different; nor are the substance and its attributes, the cloth 
and the whiteness, entirely different. There are no qualities without 
substance and no substance without qualities. All difference is also 
unity as well. The powers or attributes of a thing are not different 
from it; the fire is the same as its power of burning and illumin- 
ating. So everything is both unity and difference, and neither of 
them may be said to be wholly reducible to the other. But Rama- 
nuja maintains that all propositions are such that the predicate is 
an attribute of the subject. The same attributive view is applicable 
to all cases of genus and species, cause and effect, and universals 
and individuals. The “ difference “ and the “ unity “ are not two 
independent forms of things which are both real; but the “dif- 
ference" modifies or qualifies the nature and character of the 
“unity," and this is certified by all our experience of complex or 
compound existence^. According to Ramanuja the affirmation of 
both unity and difference of the same entity is self-contradictory*. 
The truth of “difference" standing by itself is not attested by ex- 
perience; for the difference of quality, quantity, etc., always modi- 
fies the nature and character of the subject as “ unity," and it is thi.*? 
alone that is experienced by us. 

Bhaskara urges that, though there is the twofold Brahman as 
the manifested many and as the unmanifested formless identity of 
pure being and intelligence, it is only the latter that is the object of 
our highest knowledge and worship. Ramanuja, however, denies 
this formless and differencelcss Brahman and believes in the 
qualified complex Brahman as the transcendent and immanent God 
holding within Him as His body the individual souls and the world 
of matter. Regarding the relation of Brahman and the individual 
souls (Jiva) Bhaskara says that a jiva is nothing but Brahman 

^ Vadi^traya^khantf^na. 
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narrowed by the limitations of the mind substance {antahkaram^ 
padhy-avacchinna). When it is said that jtva is a part {amsa) of 
Brahman, it is neither in the sense of part or of cause that the word 
is used, but in the technical sense of being limited by the 
limitation of mind. This limitation is not false or unreal, and it is on 
account of it that the individual souls are atomic. According to 
Ramanuja “difference** is felt as a result of ignorance and the 
difference is therefore unreal. With Ramanuja the identity of 
Brahman with the individual souls is the last word. The apparent 
difference of imperfection, finiteness, etc., between the individual 
souls and the perfection and infiniteness of Brahman is due to 
ignorance {avidyd), and is found to be false as soon as the souls 
realize themselves to be forming the body of Brahman itself. 
“Difference** as such has no reality according to Ramanuja, but 
only modifies and determines the character of the identical subject 
to which it refers. The subject and its character are identical. 
Bhaskara considers identity and difference as two modes, both of 
which are alike independently true, though they are correlated to 
each other. In criticism of Bhaskara it'is said that, if the limitations 
of Brahman were also true, then they would wholly limit Brahman, 
since it has no parts, and thus it would be polluted in its entirety. 
This objection to Bhaskara’s view in some of its subtle aspects is 
made with dialectical skill by Ramanuja^. But it does not appear that 
it has much force against Bhaskara, if we admit his logical claim 
that unity and plurality, cause and effect, are two modes of ex- 
istence of the same reality and that both these forms are equally 
real. It does not seem that the logical position of Bhaskara has been 
sufficiently refuted. 

Ramanuja also speaks of Brahman as being identical with in- 
dividual souls or the material world and yet different therefrom, 
but only in the sense in which a character or a part may be said to 
be at once identical with and different from the substance possess- 
ing the character or the whole to which the part is said to belong. 
The individual souls and the inanimate creation cannot stand by 
themselves independently, but only a$ parts of Brahman. So from 
the fact that they are parts of Brahman their identity (abheda) with 
Brahman becomes as primary as their difference (bheda), inasmuch 

^ Rftmanuja’s Bhdfya, pp. 265, 260, with the Sruta-prafUliikS, Niriuiyasftgara 
Press, Bombay* 1016. 
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as the substance may be considered to be different from its attri- 
butes^. The main difference that remains on this point between 
Bhaskara and Ramanuja is this, that Bhaskara does not think it 
necessary to introduce the' conception of body and parts, or sub- 
stance and attributes. According to his doctrine Brahman is 
immanent and transcendent at the same time, identity and dif- 
ference can be affirmed of a thing at one and the same time; and 
this can be illustrated from the ca$es of cause and effect, or sub- 
stance and attributes, etc. 

Ontological position of Ramanuja’.s Philosophy. 

The entire universe of wondrous construction, regulated 
throughout by wonderful order and method, has sprung into being 
from brahman, is maintained by Him in existence, and will also 
ultimately return to Him. Brahman is that to the greatness of 
which there is no limitation. Though the creation, maintenance and 
absorption of the world signify three different traits, yet they do 
not refer to different substances, but to one substance in which 
they inhere. His real nature is, however, His changeless being and 
His eternal omniscience and His unlimitcdness in time, space and 
character. Referring to Sankara’s interpretation of this sutra (l. i . 
2), Ramanuja says that those who believe in Brahman as character- 
less {nirvisesa) cannot do justice to the interpretatior of this attri- 
bute of Brahman as affirmed in Brahma-sutra i. i. 2; for instead of 
stating that the creation, maintenance and absorption of the world 
are from Brahman, the passage ought rather to say that the illusion 
of creation, maintenance, and absorotion is from Brahman. But 
even that would not establish a characterless Brahman; for the 
illusion would be due to ajndnUy and Brahman would be the mani- 
fester of all ajndna. This it can do by virtue of the fact th^t it is of 
the nature of pure illumination, which is different from the concept 
of materiality, and, if there is this difference, it is neither character- 
less nor without any difference^. 

This raises an important question as regards the real meaning 

^ jlvavat-prthak-siddhy-anarha-visesaiwtvena acid^vastuno brahmd-msatvatfi ; 
visifta-vastv-eka^desatvena abheda~vyt vaftaro mukhyafit visefarta^vitefyayofi 
Fvarupa-svabhdva-hhedcn bheda-vyavahdro'pi mukhyab. grf~bhdfya, in. 2. 28. 

* jogaj-janmddi-bhratno yatas tad btahme* ti svot-prek^d-pakfe'pi na nirvisefa^ 
vastu-iiddhih, etc. Ibid, 1. i. 2. 
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of Sankara’s interpretation of the above sutra. Did he really mean, 
as he is apparently stated by Ramanuja to have said, that that 
from which there is the illusion of creation, etc., of the world is 
Brahman ? Or did he really mean Brahman and Brahman by itself 
alone is the cause of a real creation, etc., of the world? Sankara, 
as is well known, was a commentator on the Brahma-sutras and the 
Upanisads, and it can hardly be denied that there are many pas- 
sages in these which would directly yield a theistic sense and the 
sense of a real creation of a real world by a real God. Sankara had 
to explain these passages, and he did not always use strictly abso- 
lutist phrases; for, as he admitted three kinds of existence, he could 
talk in all kinds of phraseology, but one needed to be warned of the 
phraseology that Sankara had in view at the time, and this was not 
always done. The result has been that there are at least some pas- 
sages which appear by themselves to be realistically theistic, others 
which are ambiguous and may be interpreted in both ways, and 
others again which are professedly absolutist. But, if the testimony 
of the great commentators and independent writers of the Sankara 
school be taken, Sankara’s doctrine should be explained in the 
purely monistic sense, and in that alone. Brahman is indeed the 
unchangeable infinite and absolute ground of the emergence, main- 
tenance and dissolution of all world-appearance and the ultimate 
truth underlying it. But there are two elements in the appearance 
of the world-phenomena — the ultimate ground, the Brahman, the 
only being and truth in them, and the element of change and 
diversity, the mdyd — by the evolution or transformation of which 
the appearance of '*the many” is possible. But from passages like 
those found in Sankara’s bhdsya on the Brahma-sutra^ 1.1.2, it might 
appear as if the world-phenomena no mere appearance, but are 
real, inasmuch as they are not merely grounded in the real, but are 
emanations from the real: the Brahman. But, strictly speaking. 
Brahman is not alone the updddna or the material cause of the 
world, but with avidyd is the material cause of the world, and such 
a world is grounded in Brahman and is absorbed in Him. Vacaspati , 
in his Bhamati on Sankara’s bhd^a on the same sutra (Brahma^ 
sutra, 1 . 1. 2), makes the same remark^. Praka^atman, in his Parica-- 
pddtkd-vivafOM, says that the creative functions here spoken of do 

^ avidya-sakita-brahmo*paddnarn jagat btahma^y evdsti tatraiyva ea hyate, 
Bhdmaa, i. i. 2. 
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not essentially appertain to Brahman and an inquiry into the nature 
of Brahman does not mean that he is to be known as being associated 
with these qualities^. Bhaskara had asserted that Brahman had 
transformed Himself into the world-order, and that this was a real 
transformation — parindma — a transformation of His energies into 
the manifold universe. But Prakasatman, in rejecting the view of 
parindma^ says that, even though the world-appearance be of the 
stuff of mdyd, since this mdyd is associated with Brahman, the world- 
appearance as such is never found to be contradicted or negated or 
to be non-existing — it is only found that it is not ultimately real*. 
Mdyd is supported in Brahman; and the world-appearance, being 
transformations of mdyd^ is real only as such transformations. It is 
grounded also in Brahman, but its ultimate reality is only so far as 
this ground or Brahman is concerned. So far as the world-appear- 
ances are concerned, they are only relatively real as mdyd trans- 
formations. The conception of the joint causality of Brahman and 
mdyd may be made in three ways; that mdyd and Brahman are like 
two threads twisted together into one thread; or that Brahman, with 
mdyd as its power or iakti^ is the cause of the world; or that Brah- 
man, being the support of mdyd^ is indirectly the cause of the world*. 
On the latter two views mdyd being dependent on Brahman, the 
work of mdyd — the world — is also dependent on Brahman; and on 
these two views, by an interpretation like this, pure Brahman 
{suddha-brakma) is the cause of the world. Sarvajhatma muni, who 
also thinks that pure Brahman is the material cause, conceives the 
function of mdyd not as being joint material cause with Brahman, 
but as the instrument or the means through which the causality of 
pure Brahman appears as the manifold and diversity of the uni- 
verse. But even on this view the stuff of the diversity is the mdyd^ 
though such a manifestation of mdyd would have been impossible 
if the ground-cause, the Brahman, had been absent^. In discerning 
the nature of the causality of Brahman, Prakasatman says that the 
monistic doctrine of Vedanta is upheld by the fact that apart from 

^ na hi ndnd-vidha~kdrya-kriydx^esdtmakatvam tat^prasava^iakty^dtmakatvatn 
vd jijn&ya^vUtuidha^brahmdntargatatri bhavitum arhati. PaHca-pddikd-vivarana^ 
p. 205. 

^ svopddhau abhdva-vydvrttatvdt sarve ca sopddhika^dharmdh svd- 

srayopddhau abddhyatayd satyd bhavanii srftir api svarUp^ na bddhyate kintu 
paramd-rthd-satyatvd-ntsena. Ibid. p. 206. * Ibid. p. 212. 

* Saiikfepa-sdrfraka, 1. 332, 334, and the commentary AnvayOrtha-prakdsikd 
by Rsmatlrtha. 
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the cause there is nothing in the effect which can be expressed or 
described {updddna*vyatirekena kdryasya anirupanad advitlyatdf. 
Thus, in all these various ways in which Sankara’s philosophy has 
been interpreted, it has been universally held by almost all the 
tolloweis of Sankara that, though Brahman was at bottom the 
ground-cause yet the stuff of the world was not of real Brahman 
material, but of mdyd\ and, though all the diversity of the world has 
a relative existence, it has no reality in the true sense of the term in 
which Brahman is reaP. Sankara himself says that the omniscience 
of Brahman consists in its eternal power of universal illumination 
or manifestation [yasya hi sarva-visaydvabhdsatta-ksamatn jndnatn 
fUtyam asti). Though there is no action or agency involved in this 
universal consciousness, it is spoken of as being a knowing agent, 
just as the sun is spoken of as burning and illuminating, though the 
sun itselt is nothing but an identity of heat and light {pratataumya- 
prakdsepi savitari dahati prakdsayatiti svdtantrya-z^yapadesa- 
dariandt . . ,evam asaty api jndna-karmant Brahmarms tad aiksata 
tti kartrtva-vyapadesa-darsandt). Before the creation of the world 
what becomes the object of this universal consciousness is the in- 
definable name and form which cannot be ascertained as “this” or 
“that”®. The omniscience of Brahman is therefore this universal 
manifestation, by which all the creations of mdyd become the knovr- 
able contents of thought. But this manifestation is not an act of 
knowledge, but a permanent steady light of consciousness by which 
the unreal appearance of mdyd flash into being and are made known. 

Rllmanuja’s view is altogether different. He discards the view 
of Sankara, that the cause alone is^true and that all effects are false. 

^ Paftca-pedik&’-vivarcna, p. 2' i. 

* PrakSiatman refers to several ways in^hich the relation of Brahman i*nd 
mdyd has been conceived, e.g. Brahman has mdyd as His power, and the indi- 
vidual souls are all associated with avtdyd; Brahman as reflected in mdyd and 
ovu/^disthecauseof the world (rndyd-vidyd-prattbimbitarfi brahma jagaUkdramtni ) ; 
pure Brahman is immortal, and individual souls are associated with avidyd\ 
individual souls have their own illusions of the world, and these through simi- 
larity appear to be one permanent world ; Brahman undergoes an apparent trans- 
formation through His own avtdyd. But in none of these views is the world 
regarded as a real emanation from Brahman. Pahea-pddikd-vivaranat p. 232. 

Regarding the question as to how Brahman could be the cause of beginning- 
less Vedas, Prakd^tman explains it by supposing that Brahman was the under- 
lying reality by which all the Vedas imposed on it were manifested. Ibid. pp. 203, 
* 31 - ^ 

* kiffi punas taUharma? yat prdg^utpatter Uvara-jHdnasya vifayo bhavaSti. 
tattvdnyatvdbkydm amrvacoraye ndma-rope auydkfte vydciktrfite iti brOmah, 
Sadhara-bhdfya, I. 1. 5. 
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One of the reasons adduced for the falsity of the world of effects is 
that the effects do not last. This does not prove their falsehood, but 
only their destructible or non-eternal nature (anityatva). When a 
thing apparently existing in a particular time and space is found to 
be non-existing at that time or in that space, then it is said to be 
false ; but, if it is found to be non-existing at a different place and at 
a different time, it cannot be called false, it is only destructible or 
non-eternal. It is wrong to suppose that a cause cannot suffer trans- 
formation; for the associations of time, space, etc., are new ele- 
ments which bring in new factors which would naturally cause such 
transformation. The effect-thing is neither non-existent nor an 
illusion; for it is perceived as existing in a definite time and place 
after its production from the cause until it is destroyed. There is 
nothing to show that such a perception of ours is wrong. All the 
scriptural texts that speak of the world’s being identical with Brah- 
man are true in the sense that Brahman alone is the cause of the 
world and that the effect is not ultimately different from the cause. 
When it is said that a jug is nothing but clay, what is meant is that 
it is the clay that, in a specific and particular form or shape, is called 
a jug and performs the work of carrying water or the like; but, 
though it does so, it is not a different substance from clay. The jug 
is thus a state of clay itself, and, when this particular state is changed, 
we say that the effect-jug has been destroyed, though the cause, the 
clay, remains the same. Production {utpatti) means the destruction 
of a previous state and the formation of a new state. The substance 
remains constant through all its states, and it is for this reason that 
the causal doctrine, that the effect exists even before the operation 
of causal instruments, can be said to be true. Of course, states or 
forms which were non-existent come into being; but, as the states 
have no existence independently from the substance in which they 
appear, their new appearance does not affect the causal doctrine 
that the effects are already in existence in the cause. So the one 
Brahman has transformed Himself into the world, and the many 
souls, being particular states of Him, are at once one with Him and 
yet have a real existence as His parts or states. 

'rhe whole or the Absolute here is Brahman, and it is He who 
has for His body the individual souls and the material world. When 
Brahman exists with its body, the individual souls and the material 
world in a subtler and finer form, it is called the “cause” or Brah- 
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man in the causal state (kdrandvasthd). When it exists with its body, 
the world and souls in the ordinary manifested form, it is called 
Brahman in the effect state {kdrydvasthdy. Those who think that 
the effect is false cannot say that the effect is identical with the 
cause; for with them the world which is false cannot be identical 
with Brahman which is reaP. Ramanuja emphatically denies the 
suggestion that there is something like pure being {san-maird)^ more 
ultimately real than God the controller with His body as the 
material world and individual souls in a subtler or finer state as 
cause, as he also denies that God could be regarded as pure being 
(san-^matra): for God is always possessed of His infinite good 
qualities of omniscience, omnipotence, etc. Ramanuja thus sticks 
to his doctrine of the twofold division of matter and the individual 
souls as forming parts of God, the constant inner controller {antar- 
ydmin) of them both. He is no doubt a sat-karya-vadin, but his 
sat~kdrya~vdda is more on the Samkhya line than on that of the 
Vedanta as interpreted by Sankara. The effect is only a changed 
state of the cause, and so the manifested world of matter and souls 
forming the body of God is regarded as effect only because previous 
to such a manifestation of these as effect they existed in a subtler 
and finer form. But the differentiation of the parts of God as matter 
and soul always existed, and there is no part of Him which is truer 
or more ultimate than this. Here Ramanuja completely parts com- 
pany with Bhaskara. For according to Bhaskara, though God as 
effect existed as the manifested world of matter and souls, there was 
also God as cause. Who was absolutely unmanifested and undif- 
ferentiated as pure being {san-mdtra), God, therefore, always 
existed in this His tripartite form as matter, soul and their con- 
troller, and the primitive or causal state and the state of dissolution 
meant only the existence of matter and souls in a subtler or finer state 
than their present manifest form. But Ramanuja maintains that, as 
there is difference between the soul and the body of a person, and as 
the defects or deficiencies of the body do not affect the soul, so there is 
a marked difference between God, the Absolute controller, and His 
body, the individual souls and the world of matter, and the defects 

‘ Sn-hkMfya, pp. 444, 454. Bombay cd., 1914. 

* This objection of RamSnuja, however, ia not valid ; for according to it the 
underlying reality in the effect is identical.with the cause. But there is thus truth 
in the criticism, that the doctrine of the ' ' idmtity of cause and effect*’ has to be 
given a special and twisted meaning for Sankara’s view. 
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of the latter cannot therefore affect the nature of Brahman. Thus, 
though Brahman has a body, He is partless {niravay ova) and 
absolutely devoid of any kanna\ for in all His determining efforts 
He has no purpose to serve. He is, therefore, wholly unaffected by 
all faults and remains pure and perfect in Himself, possessing end- 
less beneficent qualities. 

In his Veddrtha-samgraha and Vedanta-dipa^ Ramanuja tried 
to show how, avoiding Sankara’s absolute monism, he had also to 
keep clear of the systems of Bhaskara and of his own former teacher 
Yadavaprakasa. He could not side with Bhaskara, because Bhas- 
kara held that the Brahman was associated with various conditions 
or limitations by which it suffered bondage and with the removal 
of which it was liberated. He could also not agree with Yadava- 
praka^a, who held that Brahman was on the one hand pure and on 
the other hand had actually transformed itself into the manifold 
world. Both these views would be irreconcilable with the Upani- 
sadic texts. 

Venkatenatha’s treatment of pramUna. 

As the nihilistic Buddhists {mnya-vadi or mddhyamika) are 
supposed to deny the valid existence of any fact or proposition, so 
the Sahkarites also may be supposed to suspend their judgment on 
all such questions. In the preliminary portions of his Khandona- 
khanda’-khadya, in answer to the question whether all discussions 
{kathd) must presuppose the previous admission of validity and 
invalidity as really referring to facts and propositions, Srlhar^ says 
that no such admission is indispensable; for a discussion can be 
conducted by the mutual agreement of the contending persons to 
respect certain principles of reality or unreality as decided by the 
referee (madhyastha) of the debate, without entering into the ques- 
tion of their ultimate validity. Even if validity or invalidity of 
certain principles, facts, or propositions, were admitted, then also 
the mutual agreement of the contending persons to these or other 
principles, as ruled by the referee, would be an indispensable pre- 
liminary to all discussions^. As against these views Venkafanatha, 

^ na ca prami^ddMbn sattd'pi ittham eva tdbkydm afiglkarUtm ucitd; tddria^ 
vyavahdra-fnyama’-mdtret^va kathd-pravrtty-upapdttek. pramdnddi^sattdm ah^ 
kyupetyd'pi tathd-vyavakdra-niyama-vyatireke kathd^pravrUim vind tattva^ 
ninfayasya jayosya vd abhUofitasya kaOuikayor aparyavasdndi, etc. Kha^tdana* 
kheaf 4 o~khddya, p. 35. 
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the best-reputed philosopher bf the Ramanuja school, seeks to de- 
termine the necessity of the admission of validity {prdmdnya) or 
invalidity {a-prdmdnya) as naturally belonging to certain propor- 
tions or facts, as a preliminary to our quest of truth or objective and 
knowable facts. If the distinction of valid and invalid propositions 
is not admitted, then neither can any thesis be established, nor can 
practical affairs run on. But, though in this way the distinction 
between valid and invalid propositions has to be admitted on the 
basis of its general acceptance by people at large, yet their real 
nature has still to be examined. Those who deny such a distinction 
can have four alternative views, viz. that all propositions are valid, 
that all propositions are invalid, that all propositions mutually 
contradict one another, or that all propositions are doubtful. If all 
propositions are valid, then the negation of such a proposition is 
also valid, which is self-contradictory; if they are all invalid, then 
even such a proposition is invalid and hence no invalidity can be 
asserted. As to the third alternative, it may be pointed out that in- 
valid propositions can never contradict the valid ones. If one valid 
proposition restricts the sphere of another valid proposition, this 
does not mean contradiction. A valid proposition has not to depend 
on other propositions for making its validity realized; for a valid 
proposition guarantees its own validity. Lastly, if you doubt every- 
thing, at least you do not doubt that you doubt; so then you are not 
consistent in saying that you doubt everything; for at least in one 
point you are certain, viz. that you doubt everything^. Thus it has 
to be admitted that there are two classes of propositions, valid and 
invalid. But, though the general distinction between valid and 
invalid propositions be admitted, yet proper inquiry, investigation, 
or examination, is justified in attempting to determine whether any 
particular proposition is valid or invalid. That only is called a 
pramdna which leads to valid knowledge.^ In the case of perception, 
for example, those which would lead to valid knowledge would be 
defectless eyes, mind-contact as attention, proper proximity of the 
object, etc., and these would jointly constitute pramdna. But in the 

^ This remark naturally reminds one of Descartes — sarvam sandigdham iti te 
nipwfasydsti micayafit samsayas ca na sandigdhafi tandigdhddvaita^vddinah. 
Nydya^pariiuddhi. p. 34. Chowkhamba s.s. 

* A distinction is here made between karana^prdmd^a and diraya’-pramd^a 
(pramdirayasya isvarapfa prdmdnyam angikrtam). Nydya^sdra commentary on 
Nydya-parihiddhi by Srinivasa, p. 35. 
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case of testimony it is the faultlessness of the speaker that consti- 
tutes the validity of the knowledge. The scriptures are valid because 
they have been uttered by God, Who has the right knowledge of 
things. The validity of the Vedas is not guaranteed by absence of 
defect in our instruments of knowledge. Whatever that may be, 
the ultimate determination of pramdna is through pramd, or right 
knowledge. That by which one can have right knowledge is pra~ 
mdna, Vedas are valid, because they are uttered by God, Who'has 
right knowledge. So it is the rightness of knowledge that ultimately 
determines the validity of pramdna^. 

Vatsya Srinivasa, a successor of Venkatanatha of the Ramanuja 
school, defines pramdna as the most efficient instrument amongst a 
collocation of causes fonning the immediate, invariable and un- 
conditional antecedents of any right knowledge (pramd). Thus, in 
the case of perception, for example, the visual organ is a pramdna 
which leads to right visual knowledge, through its intermediary 
active operation {avdntara-vydpdra) — the sense-contact of the eye 
with its objects^. Jayanta, the celebrated Nyaya writer, had, how- 
ever, expressed a different view on the point in his Nydya-manjarh 
He held that no member in a collocation of causes producing the 
effect could be considered to be more efficient or important than 
the other members. The efficiency {atisaya) of the causal instru- 
ments means their power of producing the effect, and that power 
belongs to all the members jointly in the collocation of causes; so 
it is the entire collocation of causes producing right knowledge that 
is to be admitted as its instrument ox pramdna^. Even subject and 
object cannot be regarded as more important; for they manifest 
themselves only through the collocating causes producing the de- 
sired relation between the subject and the object^. With Nyaya this 

^ karana-prdmSnyasya diraya-prdmdrLyasya ca jndna-pr&mdnyd-dhlna-jnana~ 
tvdt tad ubhaya-prdmdnya-siddhy-artham api jndna-prdmdnyam eva viedrardyam, 
Nydya^sdra, p. 35. 

* pramd‘karatmyn pramdr^m ity uktam dedryaih siddhdnta-sdre prama^ 
tpddaka-sdmagrl-madkye yad atiiayena pramd-gunakam tat tasydh kdratuim; 
atiiayai ca vydpdrah^ yad dhi yad janayitvaiva yad jannyet tat tatra tasydvdntara- 
vydpdrah. sdkfdtkdri-pramdyd indriyam kdrarwm indriyfi-rtha-samyogo 'vdntflra- 
vydpdrah, R 3 Lmanuja, Siddhdnta^samgraha. Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4988. 

’ sa ca sdmagryrantar-gatasya na kasyacid ekasya kdrakasya kathayititrp 
pdrycte^ sdmagryds lu soUisayaft suvaca(i sannihitd cet sdmagri sampannam eva 
phalam iti. Nydya-manjarl^ P- 

* sdkalya-prasdda^abdha-pramiH-sambandha-mbandhanah pranidtr-pramey- 
ayor mukhya-svarQpa-ldbhdh. Ibid. p. 14. 
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collocation of causes consists of ideational and non-ideational 
(bodhdbodha-svabhdva) factorsK 

If the view of the Veddnta-paribhdfd is to be accepted, then the 
Sahkarite view also is very much like the Ramanuja view on this 
point; for both Dharmarajadhvarindra and Ramakrsna agree in de- 
fining pramdna as the instrument of right knowledge. In the case 
of visual perception or the like the visual or the other sense organs 
are regarded as pramdM; and the sense-contact is regarded as the 
operation of this instrument. 

The difference between the Nyaya view and the Ramanuja view 
consists in this, that, while the Nyaya gives equal importance to all 
members of the collocation, the Ramanuja view distinguishes that 
only as the instrumental cause which is directly associated with the 
active operation (vyapdra). Even the Sahkarites agree with such a 
productive view of knowledge; for, though they believe conscious- 
ness to be eternal and unproduced, yet they also believe the states 
of consciousness (yrtti-jndna) to be capable of being produced. 
Both the Ramanuja and the Sankara beliefs accept the productive 
view of knowledge in common with the Nyaya view, because with 
both of them there is the objective world standing outside the sub- 
ject, and perceptual knowledge is produced by the sense-organs 
when they are in operative contact with the external objects. 
A distinction, however, is made in the Ramanuja school between 
kdroM (cause) and karaim (important instrument), and that cause 
which is directly and intimately associated with certam operations 
leading to the production of the effect is called a karam^. It is for 
this reason that, though the Ramanuja view may agree regarding 
the sdmagrij oi collocation as causes, in some sense it regards only 
the sense-organ as the chief instruiflent; the others are accessories 
or otherwise helpful to production. 

There are Buddhists also who believe that it is the joint colloca- 
tion of mental and extra-mental factors of the preceding moment 
which produce knowledge and external events of the later moment ; 
but they consider the mental factors to be directly producing know- 
ledge, whereas the extra-mental or external objects are mere ac- 
cessories or exciting agents. Knowledge on this view is determined 

* bodhd-badha^svabhdve sOmagrt prcof^difam. Nydya^mintjarlf p. 15. 

■ tat-kdraifaHdrft madhye yad atiiayeno kdfyotpddakam tat kara^am. ROmd- 
nuja-tiddhdnta-samgraha. Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4988. 
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a priori from within, though the influence of the external objects is 
not denied. With reference to the operation of causality in the ex- 
ternal world, they believe that, though the mental elements of the 
present moment influence them as accessories, immediate causal 
operation is to be sought among the external objects themselves. 
The mental and extra-mental elements of the preceding moment 
jointly determine every phenomenon of the later moment in the 
world, whether mental or physical; but in the determination oithe 
occurrence of knowledge, the mental factors predominate, and the 
external factors are accessories. In the determination of external 
phenomena mental elements are accessories and the external causes 
are immediate instruments. Thus, in the production of knowledge, 
though the specific external objects may be regarded as accessory 
causes, their direct and immediate determinants are mental 
elements^. 

The idealistic Buddhists, the vijndna-’VddinSy who do not dis- 
tinguish between ideas and their objects, consider that it is the 
formless ideas that assume different foims as “blue,” “red,” etc.; 
for they do not believe in any external objects other than these 
ideas, and so it is these ideas in diverse forms and not the sense- 
organs or other collocations which are called pramdnas. No dis- 
tinction is here made between pramdna and pramdna-phala or the 
result of the process of pramdna^. They, however, fail to explain the 
difference that exists between the awareness and its object. 

The Mimdmsaka school of Kumarila thinks that, following the 
soul-sense-mind-object contact, there is a process or an act (jndna- 
vydpdra) which, though not directly perceived, has to be accepted 
as an operation which immediately leads to the manifestation of 
objects of knowledge {artha-drsfatd or visaya-prakdsatd). It is this 
unperceived, but logically inferred, act of knowledge or jndna- 

^ jndna-janrnatd jndnam up&ddna-k&ra^am artkaft sahakdri-kOraifam artha- 
janmani ca artha updddna-kdravuini jndnaifi sahakdri-kdrai^m. Nyifya-maigarf, 

p. 15. 

The objection against this view as raised by Jayanta is this, that, if both 
mental and physical entities and events are determined by the joint operation of 
mental-physical entities of the preceding moments, we ask what determines the 
(Bct that one is mental and the other physical, that one is perceiver and the other 
perceived. 

* nir&kdrasya bodha-rupasya rdla-pltddy-aneka-vifaya-sddhdra^tvdd jana~ 
katvasya ca cakfur-dddv opt* bhdfiend'tiprasangdt tad-dkdratva^kriam eva jndna- 
karma-myamam avagacchantah sdkdrn-vijndnani pramdiriam . . . arthas tu sdkdra-' 
jddna^vddino na samasty eva. Ibid. p. i 6 . 
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vydpdra that is called pramdna^. Jayanta, of course, would not 
tolerate such an unperceived operation or act of knowledge; for, 
according to Nyaya, the only kind of action that is accepted is the 
molecular motion or vibration {parispanda or caUma) produced by a 
collocation of causes {kdraka-cakra)^. 

The Jains, however, repudiate the idea of the combined 
causality of the collocation, or of any particular individual cause 
such as any sense-organ, or any kind of sense-contact with re- 
ference to sense-knowledge, or of any other kind of knowledge. 
Thus Prabhacandra contends in his Prameya-kamala-mdnanda 
that none of the so-called individual causes or collocations of causes 
can lead to the production of knowledge. For knowledge is wholly 
independent and self-determined in leading us to our desired ob- 
jects or keeping us aw^ay from undesirable objects, and in no sense 
can we attribute it to the causal operation of the sense-organs or 
collocations of sense-organs and other entities. Thus knowledge 
(jndna) should itself be regarded as pramdna^ leading us to our 
desired objects^. 

The whole point in these divergent views regarding pramdnas 
consists in the determination of the nature of the relation of the 
sense-organs, the objects and other accessory circumstances to the 
rise of knowledge. As we have seen, knowledge is in the Ramanuja 
view regarded as the product of the operation of diverse causal 
entities, among which in the case of sense-perception the sense- 
organs play the most important, direct and immediate part. Both 
the Jains and the idealistic Buddhists (though they have important 
and most radical differences among themselves) agree in holding 
the view of self-determination of knowledge independent of the 
sense-organs or the operation of objective entities which become 
the objects of knowledge and are revealed by it. 

^ ndnyathd hy artha-sadbhavo dr^tah sann upapadyate 

jndnam cennetyatah pasedt pramdnam upajdyate. 

Sloka-varttika, ^unya-vdda, 178. 

Jayanta also says phaldnumeyo jndna-vydpdro jndnddi-sabda-vdcyah pramdnam, 
Nydya-manjarl, p. 17. 

* tasmdt kdraka-cakrena calatd janyate phalam, 

na punas calandd anyo vydpdra upalahhyate. Ibid. p. 20. 

* tato^nya-nirapekfatayd svdrtha^paricchinnam sadhakatamatvat jndnam eva 
pramdfyam. Prameya-kamala-mdrtanda^ P- 5- . 
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Vefikatanatha’s treatment of Doubt. 

Venkatanatha defines doubt as the appearance of two or more 
alternatives (which are in themselves incompatible) owing to the 
non-perception of their specific contradictory qualities and the per- 
ception of some general characteristics common to them both; e.g. 
when a tall thing only is seen, which may be either a man or a 
stump, both of which it could not be, they being entirely different 
from one another. So the two alternatives are not to be entirely 
different, and from what is seen of the object it cannot be known 
that it must be the one and not the other, and this causes the doubt. 
Venkatanatha tries to justify this analysis of doubt by referring to 
other earlier authorities who regarded doubt as an oscillating ap- 
prehension in which the mind goes from one alternative to another 
{dold-vegavad atra sphurana-kramah)^ since it would be contra- 
dictory that the same object should be two different things at the 
same time. I'he author of the Atma-siddki has therefore described 
it as the loose contact of the mind with two or more things in quick 
succession {bahuhhir-yugapad a-drdha-samyogah). Doubt may arise 
either from the apprehension of common characteristics—such as 
from tallness, whether the object perceived be a tree-stump or a 
man — or from not having been able to decide between the relative 
strength of the various opposite and different possibilities suggested 
by what is perceived or otherwise known {a-grhyamdna-bala’- 
tdratamya-viruddhd-neka-jndpako-pasthdpanam iha-vipratipattih). 
So, whenever there are two or more possibilities, none of which can 
be ruled out without further verification, there is doubt 

^ The Nyaya analysis of doubt, as found in V dtsydyana' s bhdfya, 1. n. 23, is as 
follows: When the common characteristics of two possible things are noticed, 
but not the specific quality which would decide for the one or the other, the 
anguish of the mind in determining or deciding in favour of the one or the other 
is called doubt. Doubt may also arise from conflicting opinions (vipratipatteh), 
e.g., some say that there is a soul, while others hold that there is no soul. Doubt 
may also arise from the perception of determining qualities (production through 
division, vihhdgajatva) which a thing (e.g. sound) has in common with other 
things (e.g. substance, attributes, and actions). Doubt may arise from perception 
of things which may illusorily perceived even when non-existent (e.g. water in 
mirage), out of a desire for certainty and also from a non-perception of things 
(which may yet be there, though non-evident), out of a desire to discover some 
traits by which one could be certain whether the thing was there or not. The 
special contribution of Venkatanatha consists in giving a genial analysis of doubt 
as a state of the mind instead of the specification of the five specific forms of 
doubt. Venkatanatha points out that doubt need ndt be of five kinds only but 
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Thus, doubt arises between a true and a false perception as 
when I perceive a face in the mirror, but do not know whether it is 
a real face or not until it is decided by an attempt to feel it by 
touch. So, between valid and invalid inference, when I judge from 
smoke that the hill is on fire, and yet through not perceiving any 
light doubt that it is on fire; between opposition of scriptural texts, 
^'jiva has been said to be different from Brahman and to be one 
with it," whether then the jiva is different from Brahman or one 
with it; between conflicting authorities (e.g. the Vaiie§ika philo- 
sophers and the Upanisadic doctrines) such as ‘*are the senses 
material or are they the products of the ego i " Between perception 
and inference (e.g. in the case of the illusory perception of yellow 
conch-shell, the perceiving of it as yellow and the inferring that it 
could not be yellow because it is a conch-shell and hence the doubt, 
whether the conch-shell is white or yellow, and so forth). 

In referring to the view of Varadanarayana in his Prtgnd- 
paritrdna, Venkatanatha says that the threefold division of doubt 
that he made, due to perception of common characteristics, appre- 
hension of different alternatives, and the opposition of scholars and 
authorities, is in imitation of the Nyaya ways of looking at doubt ^ 
for the last two forms were essentially the same. Venkatanatha 
further refutes the Nyaya view of doubt in which Vatsyayana, in 
explaining Nydya-sutra, i. ii. 23, says that there can be doubt even 
from special distinguishing qualities. Thus, earth has smell as a 
distinctive characteristic which is not possessed either by eternal 
substances, such as self, or by non-eternal substances, such as 
water, etc. ; and there can naturally be a doubt whether earth, being 
different from eternal substances, is non-eternal, or whether, being 
different from non-eternal substances, it is eternal. Venkatanatha 
points out that here doubt does not take place owing to the fact that 
earth possesses this distinguishing quality. It is simply because the 
possession of smell is quite irrelevant to the determination of 
eternity or non-etemity, as it is shared by both eternal and non- 

can be of many kinds which, however, all agree in this, that in all states of doubt 
there is an oscillation of the mind from one alternative to another, due to the in- 
determination of the relative strength of the different possible altemativea on 
account of the perception of merely certain common characteristics without their 
specific determining and decisive features. 

^ sddhOra^a^krter drftyd^wkd-kOra^grafUU tathd 

vipaicitdnt vivdddc ea twidhS sanfUaya i$yate, 

Prajnd^paritrdi^f quoted in Nydya^pariiuddhi, p. 6a 
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eternal substances. Doubt would continue until a distinguishing 
characteristic, such as is possessed by eternal or non-eternal sub- 
stances alone, is found in earth {vyatireki-nirupana-vilcmbdt\ on 
the strength of which it could be determined whether it is eternal 
or not. Vehkatanatha, in various illustrations, shows that doubt 
consists essentially of an oscillation of the mind, due to indecision 
between two possible alternatives. He would admit even such in- 
quiries as “What may be the name of this tree?** as doubt, and not 
mere indecision or want of knowledge {an-adhyavasaya). Such in- 
quiries can rightly be admitted as doubts; for they involve doubt 
regarding two or more alternative names, which are vaguely waver- 
ing in the mind and which arc followed by a desire to settle or de- 
cide in favour of one or the other. So here also there is a want of 
settlement between two alternatives, due to a failure to find the 
determining factor {avacchedakd-darsanat an-avacchinna-koti- 
visesah). Such a state of oscillation might naturally end in a mental 
reckoning in favour of or against the possible or probable alternatives, 
which is called uha (but which must be distinguished from uha as 
tarka in connection with inference), which leads to the resolution of 
doubt into probability ^ However, Anantarya, a later WTiter of the 
Ramanuja school, further described doubt as being a state of mind in 
which one perceived only that something lay before him, but did 
not notice any of its specific features, qualities or characters 
{puro-vrttumdtram a-grhlta-visesanam anubhuyate). Only the two 
alternatives (e.g. “a tree stump or a man** — sthdnu-purusau) are 
remembered. According to the Saridrtha-siddhiy the imperfect 
observation of something before us rouses its corresponding sub- 
conscious impression {samskdra)^ which, in its turn, rouses the sub- 
conscious impressions leading to the simultaneous revival in one 
sweep of memory^ of the two possible alternatives of which neither 
could be decided upon*. The point disputed in this connection is 
between a minority party of interpreters, who think that the per- 
ception of something in front of us rouses an impression which in 
its turn rouses two different subconscious impressions leading to 

* uhas tu prdyah purufend'nena hhavitazyam ity-ddi-rupa eka-kofi-saha-carita^ 
hhuyo-dharma-dariandd anudhhutd-nya-koukah sa eva. 

Nydya^parUuddfUt P- 68. Chowkhamba. 

* puro-xfTtty~annbkava~janita-s€trfukdreTM kofi-dvayo-pasthiti-hetu^sarfukdrd- 
hhydtfi ca yugapad-eka-smaranam satfiiaya-sthaU Mkriyata iti sarvd^rtha-siddhau 
uktam, Anantflrya’s Jddna-ydthdrthya-vdda, Govt. Oriental MS. No. 4884. 
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one memory joining up the two alternative entities (e.g. tree-stump 
and man), and a majority party, who think that the perception of 
something in front of us leads directly to the memory of two 
different alternatives, which is interpreted as doubt. The former 
view, by linking up the two memories in one act of knowledge, 
supposes the oscillating movement to be one act of judgment and 
so holds the opinion that in doubt also there is the false substitution 
of one judgment for another, which is in accordance with the 
anyathd-khydti (illegitimate substitution of judgments) theory of 
illusion. The latter view, which holds that there are two separate 
memories of the two possible alternatives, interprets Ramanuja as 
an upholder of realism of knowledge (jndna-ydthdrthya-vdda), or 
the view that whatever is known or perceived has an objective and 
a real basis. 

Error and Doubt according to Vehkatanatha. 

Error is defined by Vehkatanatha as occurring when one or 
more incompatible characters are predicted of an entity without 
any notion of their incompatibility or contradictions. It is gener- 
ally due to a wrong psychological tendency in association with other 
vicious perceptual data, as in the case of the perception of the 
conch-shell as yellow, the perception of one big moon as small and 
two, the relativistic (anekdnta) assertion of contradictory predicates 
with reference to one thing or the predication of both reality and 
unreality in regard to world-appearance by the Sahkarites ^ Doubt, 
on the other hand, occurs when a perceived characteristic is not 
incompatible in predication with regard to two or more entities 
which are felt to be exclusive and opposed to one another, and 
which therefore cannot both at the same time be affirmed. This 
state is therefore described by some as an oscillatory movement of 
the mind from one pole to another. Decision results from a uni- 
polar and firm direction of mind to one object; doubt results from 
a multipolar oscillation, as has been set forth in the Atma-siddhi. 
Absence of firmness of the direction of the mind is due to the natural 
constitution of mind, which has necessarily to reject a particular 
alternative before it can settle down in its opposite. Bhattarakaguru 
repeats the same idea in his Tattva^raindhara^ when he defines 

^ See Nydya-parUuddM^ pp. 54'5* 
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doubt as the association of two contrary or contradictory qualities 
with any particular entity. Doubt, according to Vehkatanatha, is 
of two kinds: from samana-dharma and from vipratipattiy i.e. when 
different indications point to two or more conclusions and the re- 
lative strength of these indications cannot be conclusively decided. 
The condition of doubt in the first case is the uncertainty caused 
by the fact that two contrary possibilities, the relative strength. of 
which cannot be determined on account of certain similar traits 
{samdna^dharma-vipratipattihhydrn)y claim affirmation. Thus, when 
we see something tall before us, two possibilities may arise — the 
tall object may be a man or a post, since both these are tall. When 
the relative strength of the different sources of knowledge, e.g. 
perception, illusion, inference, testimony, etc., leading to different 
conclusions {a-grhyamdim-bala-tdratamya) cannot be determined, 
both claim affirmation with regard to the same object or conclusion, 
and doubt arises as to which is to be accepted. Thus, when one sees 
in the mirror the image of one’s face, which is not corroborated by 
touch, there arises the doubt as to the reality of the reflection. 
Again, there may be a doubt arising from two possible inferences 
regarding the existence of fire in the hill from smoke, and its possible 
non-existence from the existence of light. Again, as there are texts 
in the Upanisads some of which are monistic and others dualistic, a 
doubt may arise as to which is the right view of the Upanisads, and 
so forth. Doubt may also arise from two opposing contentions, 
such as those of the atomists and the Upanisadists regarding the 
question as to whether the senses have sprung from matter or from 
the ego. It may also arise regarding the opposing assertions of two 
ordinary individuals; between perception (e.g. illusory perception of 
conch-shell as yellow) and inference which indicates that the conch- 
shell cannot be yellow; between perception of the self as an em- 
bodied being and the scriptural testimony concerning the self as 
atomic. 

Doubt may also arise between inferential knowledge of the 
world as atomic and the scriptural knowledge of the world as having 
Brahman as its substance. The Naiyayikas, however, think that 
doubt can also arise regarding the two different contentions of 
opposing parties^. Vehkatanatha points out that both the Nydya- 

^ samdna-neka-dharmo^papotter vipratipatter upalabdhy-anupalahdhy^avy^ 
ovasthatoi ea viiefd-pekfo vimariah samiayafi. Nydfya^sQtra, i. i. 23. llie in- 
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sutra and the Prcgfid-paritrdM are wrong in giving the perception 
of similar traits {samana-dharmcL) and of special characteristics 
{^aneka-dharmd) as two independent reasons for the origin of doubt^. 
The explanation given with reg ^ to the doubt arising from a 
special characteristic such as oc ^ness is that, as this charac- 
teristic is not possessed by non-c substances, one may be led 
to think of including earth under i al substances; and, again, as 
this characteristic is not to be foL . in any of the eternal sub- 
stances, one may be led to include earth under non-etemal sub- 
stances. But the doubt here is due not to the perception of a special 
characteristic, but to the delay of the mind in determining the 
ultimate differentia which may 

justify one in including it under either of them. Odorousness as 
such is not an indispensable condition of either etemality, or non- 
etemality; so naturally an inquiry arises regarding such common 
features in eternal or non-eternal substances as may be possessed 
by the odorous earth and may lead to a classification. The doubt 
here is due not to the fact that odorousness is a special charac- 
teristic of earth, but to the fact that earth possesses such charac- 
teristics as are possessed by eternal things on the one hand and by 
non-etemal things on the other. Even when it is urged that the 
odorous character distinguishes earth from eternal and non-eternal 


terpretation given by Uddyotakara is that in all cases of doubt there are three 
factors, viz. knowledge of the (i) common or (2) special features, (3) opposite 
assertions and contending persons associated with a non-determinate state of 
mind due to the want of definite realization of any of the contrary possibilities, 
and a hankering to know the differentia. Uddyotakara thinks that doubt can arise 
not only from a conflict of knowledge, but also from a conflict of opinions of con- 
tending persons, vipratipattih being interpreted by him as vSduvipratipattih, 
This view is also held by the Prajnd-paritrSrta by Varadavi^^u Misra, as is 
evident from the following iloka : 

sddhdraifd-krter drffyd-nekd-kdra-grahdt tathd, 
vipCLscitdffi vivdddc ea tridha samiaya ifyate, 

Frajnd-paritrdna, quoted in the Nydya-parisuddhi, p. 61. 
This view is criticized by Vehkatanfttha as a blind acceptance of the Nydya view. 

^ As an example of doubt arising from perception of similar traits, Vatsyftyana 
gives the example of man and post, in which the common traits (viz. height, etc.) 
are visible, but the differentia remains unnoticed. The example given by him of 
doubt arising from perception of special characteristics is that odorousness, the 
special character of earth, is not characteristic of dravya (substance), karma 
(action), and gupn (quality), and this may rouse a legitimate doubt as to whether 
earth is to be classed as substance, quali^, or action. Similarly, from the special 
characteristic of odorousness of ear^ a doubt may arise as to whether earth is 
eternal or non-eternal, since no* other eternal or non-eternal thing has this 
characteristic. 
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substances and that this is the cause of doubt, it may be pointed out 
that doubt is due not to this distinguishing characteristic, but to the 
fact that earth possesses qualities common to both eternal and non- 
eternal substances. There are some who think that doubt through 
vipratipatti (i.e. through uncertainty arising from reasoned asser- 
tions of contending persons) may also be regarded as a case of doubt 
from samdna-dharma (i.e. perception of similar traits), because the 
opposed assertions have this similarity amongst themselves , that 
they are all held as true by the respective contending persons. 
Vehkatanatha, however, does not agree with this. He holds that 
doubt here does not arise merely on the strength of the fact that the 
opposed assertions are held as true by the contending persons, but 
because of our remembering the diverse reasons in support of such 
assertions when the relative strength of such reasons or possi- 
bilities of validity cannot be definitely ascertained. Thus, viprati- 
patti has to be accepted as an independent source of doubt. Doubt 
arises generally between two possible alternatives; but there may 
be cases in which two doubts merge together and appear as one 
complex doubt. I'hus, when it is known that one or other of two 
persons is a thief, but not which of them, there may be a doubt — 
“this man or that man is a thief”. In such a case there are two 
doubts: “this man may or may not be a thief” and “that man may 
or may not be a thief,” and these merge together to form the com- 
plex doubt {satnsaya-dvaya-samdhdra). The need of admitting a 
complex doubt may, however, vanish, if it is interpreted as a case 
where the quality of being a thief is doubted between two indi- 
viduals. Doubt, however, involves in it also an assertory aspect, in 
so far as it implies that, if one of the alternatives is ruled out, the 
other must be affirmed. But, since it cannot be ascertained which 
of them is ruled out, there arises the doubt. There is, however, no 
opposition between doubt and the assertory attitude; for all doubts 
imply that the doubtful property must belong to one or other of the 
alternatives^. 

But there may be cases in which the two alternatives may be 
such that the doubtful property is not in reality affirmable of either 
of them, and this is different from those cases in which the alter- 
natives are such that, if the doubtful property is negated of the one, 

* sarvasminn api satfisaye dharmy-ami&dau mn^yasya duttyajatvdt. Nydya- 
Pariitiddhit P* 66. 
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it is in reality affirmable of the other. From these two points of 
view we have further twofold divisions of doubt. Thus, when a 
volume of smoke arising from a heap of grass on fire is subject of 
doubt as being either an elephant or a hill, in this case negation of 
one alternative does not imply the actual affirmation of the other. 
Uncertainty (an-adhyavasaya, e.g. ‘'what may be the name of this 
tree?’’) cannot be regarded as an independent stare of mind; for 
this also may be regarded as a case of doubt in which there is un- 
certainty between a number of possible alternative names with which 
the tree may be associated. It seems, however, that VSnkatanatha 
has not been able to repudiate satisfactorily the view of those who 
regard uncertainty or inquiry as a separate state of mind. Oha (in 
the sense of probability such as “that must be a man”) does not 
involve any oscillation of the mind between two poles, but sets forth 
an attitude of mind in which the possibility of one side, being far 
stronger, renders that alternative an object of the most probable 
affirmation and so cannot be classed as doubt. Where such a pro- 
bable affirmation is brought about through perception, it is in- 
cluded under perception, and when through inference it is included 
under inference. 

Venkafanatha, following Ramanuja, admits only three prarndnas^ 
viz. perception, inference, and scriptural testimony. Ramanuja, 
however, in his commentary on the includes intuitive yogic 
knowledge as a separate source of knowledge; but Vehkatanatha 
holds that intuitive yogic knowledge should be included under per- 
ception, and its separate inclusion is due to the fact that the yogic 
perception reveals a special aspect of perception*. Correct memory 
is to he regarded as a valid pramdm. It should not be classed as an 
independent source of knowledge, but is to be included within the 
pramdM which is responsible fbr memory (e.g. perception)*. 

Meghanadari, in discussing the claim of memory to be regarded 
as pramdnay says that memory satisfies the indispensable condition 
of pramdna that it must not depend upon anything else for its self- 
manifestation ; for memory, being spontaneous, does not depend 

^ jridmam indriya-liriga-gama-yogajo V€utu^niscayak. GUd^bhdfya, 15 . 15 

* Vi^iriucitta also, in his Prameya^soffigraha, holds that RftmSnuja admitted 
only three pramdnas. 

* This view has been supported by Bhattirakaguru in his Tattva-ratndkara. 
Varadavisnu Mi^ra, in his Prajnd-paritrd^y includes divya (i.e. intuitive know- 
ledge through the grace of God) and tvayam^iuUha (natural omniscience) as 
separate sources of knowledge, but they are also but modes of perception. 
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upon anything else for its manifestation. It is true, no doubt, that 
the levelation of objects in memory depends upon the fact of their 
having been perceived before, but the functioning of memory is 
undoubtedly spontaneous^. But it may be argued that, since the 
objects revealed in memory can never be manifested if they were 
not perceived before, memory, though partly valid in so far as its 
own functioning is concerned, is also invalid so far as the revelation 
of the object is concerned, since this depends on previous percep- 
tion and cannot, therefore, be regarded as spontaneous manifesta- 
tion, which is the indispensable condition of a pramana. To this 
Meghanadari’s reply is that the criticism is not sound; for the 
spontaneous manifestation is also at the same time revelation of the 
object remembered, and hence the revelation of the remembered 
object does not depend on any other condition. Memory, therefore, 
is valid both in its own manifestation and in the revelation of its 
object. It may be pointed out in this connection that the revelation 
of knowledge necessarily implies the revelation of the object also. 
The revelation of the object should not, therefore, be regarded as 
depending on any other condition, it being spontaneously given 
with the revelations of knowledge*. 

In many other systems of philosophy the definition of z pramana 
involves the condition that the object apprehended should be such 
that it was not known before (an-adhigatd-rtha-gantr), sincein these 
systems memory is excluded from the status of pramana. Megha- 
nadari objects to this. He says that the condition imposed does 
not state clearly whether the apprehension of the object which is 
intended to be ruled out should be of the perceiver or of other per- 
sons. In the case of permanent objects such as the self or the sky 
these have all been perceived by many persons, and yet the validity 
of the perception or inference of the present knower is not denied*. 
It also cannot be said that the object of valid perception or inference 
should be such that it has not been perceived before by the present 
perceiver; for when a person seeks to find out an object which he 
knew before and perceives it, such a perception would be invalid; 
and similarly, when an object perceived by the eye is re-perceived 

' sva-sphurane pramdnd-ntara-sd-peksatva-bhavat %nf4xya-sphur€nui eva Ai- 
smrteh purvd-nuhhuta-hhdvd-peksd. McghanadSri*s Naya^dyu-mam. 

* jndna-sphurtivad visayasydpi sphurtih. Ibid. 

* sthdyitvend-bhimatd-kdid-deh purvair avagatatva-satftbhavdt tad^vifoyd- 
numdndder aprdmdnya-prasangdt. Ibid. 
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by touch, the tactile perception will be invalid^. The reply is often 
given (e.g. Dharmarajadhvarindra in his Veddnta-pari-bhdsd) that, 
when an object known before is again perceived, it has a new 
temporal character, and so the object may be regarded as new and 
thus its later perception may be regarded as valid. Meghanadari’s 
criticism against this is that, if the new temporal character can con- 
stitute the newness of the object, then all objects will be new, in- 
cluding memory. Hence there will be nothing which would be 
ruled out by the condition that the object must be new {an- 
adhigatdrtha-gantr). 

There are others who hold that the validity of a pramdna of any 
particular sense-knowledge, or of inference, is conditioned by the 
fact of its being attested by the evidence of other senses, as in the 
case where a visual perception is corroborated by the tactile. These 
philosophers regard corroboration {a-visamvaditva) as an in- 
dispensable condition of the validity of pramdna. Mcghanadari 
criticizes this by pointing out that on such a view the validity of 
each pramdna would have to depend upon others, and thus there 
would be a vicious circle*. Moreover, the determinate knowledge 
of the Buddhists, which is corroborative, would, under the sup- 
position, have to be regarded as a pramdna. 

Unlike Vehkatanatha, Meghanadari holds that Ramanuja ad- 
mitted five pramdnas, viz. perception, inference, analogy, scripture 
and implication. 

Perception is defined by Venkatanatha as direct intuitive know- 
ledge {sdksdtkdri-pramd). This may be regarded either as a special 
class of cognition {jdti-rupa) or knowledge under special conditions 
(upddht-rupa). It is indefinable in its own nature, which can only 
be felt by special self-consciousness as perception {jndna-svabhdva- 
visesah svdtma-sdknkah). It may beliegatively defined as knowledge 
which is not generated by other cognitions, as in ‘the case of in- 
ference or verbal knowledge ana memory*. Varadavisnu also, in 
his Mdna-ydthdtmya-mrnaya, has defined perception as clear and 

‘ sva-viditasyd'rthasya sattvd-nve^ane pratyakfd-der a-prdmdnya-prasangdc 
cakfufd drffa-visaye dravye sparsan€uyd*prdmdnya~prasangdt. Meghanadiri's 
Naya-dyu-mani. 

^pramdnd^ntarasyd-py avisamva'da-rtham pramd^-ntard- mefanend-navasthd. 
Ibid. 

• jndna-karanaja-jndna-smrli-rahitd mattr aparokfam. V enkatanStha's Sydya- 
parisuddhi, pp. 70-71 . This view has also been supported in the Prameya-samgraha 
and Tattva-ratndkara, 
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vivid impression (pramdyd dparoksyam ndma visadd’-vabhdsatvam). 
Clearness and vividness with him mean the illumination of the 
special and unique features of the object, as different from the 
appearance of generic features as in the case of inference or verbal 
knowledge. 

Meghanadari also defines perception as direct knowledge of 
objects {artha-paricchedaka^sdhdj-jndnam). The directness 
dttva) consists in the fact that the production of this knowledge does 
not depend on any other pramdnas. It is, no doubt, true that sense- 
perception depends upon the functioning of the senses, but this is 
no objection ; for the senses are common causes, which are operative 
as means in the perception of the hetUy even in inference^. The 
directness of perceptual knowledge, as distinguished from in- 
ference, is evident from the fact that the latter is produced through 
the mediacy of other cognitions*^. Meghanadari criticizes the de- 
finition of perception as vivid impression {visadd-vabhdsa)^ as given 
by Varadavisnu Misra, on the ground that vividness is a relative 
term, and even in inference there are different stages of vividness. 
Clearness of awareness, '' dhi-sphutatd,'' also cannot be regarded as 
defining perception; for ail awarenesses are clear so far as they arc 
known. The definition of perception as sense-knowledge is also 
open to criticism; for in that case it would only apply to inde- 
terminate {nirvikalpa) knowledge, in which certain specific cha- 
racters of the object are imprinted through the functioning of the 
senses, but which it did not carry further for the production of 
determinate knowledge (savikalpa). 

Both Venkatanatha and Meghanadari hold that the pure ob- 
jective substance without any character or universals is never 
apprehended by sense-perception. Following Ramanuja, they hold 
that objects are always apprehended with certain characters at the 
very first instance when they are grasped by the visual sense; 
otherwise it is difficult to explain how in the later instance they are 
apprehended in diverse characters. If they were not apprehended 
in the first instance, they could not have been known in the later 

^ indriydndm sattd-kdranatvena karanatvd-hhdvdt. Nay a~dyu -muni. 

‘ The word sdkfdttva is explained by some as svarUpa-dhl (its own awareness). 
But such an explanation is exposed to criticism ; for even inferential knowledge 
reveals some features of the object. If svarupa is taken to mean nothing but the 
nature of the object,’* then the definition would not be applicable even to per- 
ception ; for perception reveals not merely the object, but also its relation to other 
objects, and thereby transcends the limit of the object merely as it is. 
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instance in their fullness in a related manner. So it has to be ad- 
mitted that they were all grasped in the first instance, but could not 
manifest themselves in their fullness in the short span of the first 
moment. In the Veddrtha-san^aha of Ramanuja the determinate- 
ness of all perceptions has been illustrated by the case of their 
apprehension of universals at the first moment of perception. This 
has led some interpreters to think that the apprehension of de- 
terminate characters in the first moment of perception applies only 
to the universals on account of the fact that it involves the assimila- 
tion of many individuals in one sweep which must be started at the 
very first moment in order that it may be manifested in its full form 
in the second moment. But Meghanadari holds that the appre- 
hension of other characters also, such as colours, etc., has specific 
differences when the object is near or at a distance. This involves 
the grasping of diverse shades of colour in one colour-perception, 
and thus they also are apprehended at the first moment of percep- 
tion, on the same grounds which led to the affirmation of the ap- 
prehension of universals at the first moment of perception. 

It is objected that the concept of determinateness or relatedness 
{viiistatva) of all knowledge is incomprehensible and indefinable. 
What exist are the two relata and the relation. The relatedness can- 
not be identical with them or different; for we do not know “re- 
latedness” as an entity different from the two relata and the rela- 
tion. Also relatedness cannot be defined either as the manifestation 
of two entities in one cognition or the appearance of two cognitions 
without any break or interval; for in a concrete specific illustration, 
as in such awareness as “jug-and-pot,” though two different cog- 
nitions have appeared without any break, they have not lost their 
unique separateness, as may well be judged by the duality implied 
in such awareness. Thus, there is no way in which the concept of 
determinateness, as distinguished from that of the relata and the 
relation, can be arrived at. 

To this Meghanadari ’s reply is that, in such a sentence as 
“ bring a white cow,” the verb refers to a qualified being, the “white 
cow,” and not to the separate elements, “the whiteness” and “the 
cow.” Both the relation and the relata are involved in the deter- 
minate conception, the “white cow.” In con tactual perception, 
such as “a man with a stick,” the contactual relation is directly 
perceived. The conception of s. determinate being is not thus dif- 
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ferent from the relation and the relata, but implies them. The re- 
lations and the relata thus jointly yield the conception of a de- 
terminate being The unifying trait that constitutes determinate- 
ness is not an extraneous entity, but is involved in the fact that all 
entities in this world await one another for their self-manifestation 
through relations, and it is this mutual awaitedness that constitutes 
their bond of unity, through which they appear connectedly in a 
determinate conception^. It is this mutual awaitedness of entities 
that contributes to their apprehension, as connected in experience, 
which is simultaneous with it, there being no mediation or arresting 
of thought of any kind between the two^. The fact that all our per- 
ceptions, thoughts and ideas always appear as related and con- 
nected is realized in universal experience. All linguistic expressions 
always manifest the purport of the speech in a connected and re- 
lated form. Had it not been so, communication of ideas through our 
speech would have been impossible. 

Nirvikalpa knowledge is a cognition in which only some funda- 
mental characters of the object are noted, while the details of 
manyother characters remain unelaborated*. Savikalpa knowledge, 
on the other hand, is a cognition of a number of qualities and 
characters of the object, together with those of its distinctive 
features by which its differentiation from other objects is clearly 
affirmed*. 

On the analogy of visual perception, the perception of other 
senses may be explained. The relation of samavdya admitted by the 
Naiyayikas is discarded by the Ramanuja view on account of the 
difficulty of defining it or admitting it as a separate category*. 
Various relations, such as container and contained, contact and the 
like, are revealed in experience in accordance with the different 
directions in which things await one another to be related; and 

^ fia ca pratyekam visift^td-potah militdnam eva visiftatvat. Naya-dyu-mani. 

* eka^huddhi-vifoyata-rhanam padd-rthdndm anyo-nya-sdpekfa-svarUpatvaip 
militatvam. Ibid. 

* viHftatva-dhl-visayatve ca te^am sdpeksatvam ca yaugapadydt tatra virdmd- 
pratiteh sdpeksatd siddha ca. Ibid. 

* nirvikalpakam ca ghatd-deranullekhitd-nuvrtti-dharma-ghatatva-di-katipaya- 
viiefana-viiistatayd-rthd’vacchedakam jndnam. Ibid. 

* tdUkhitd-nuvrtty‘ddi‘dharmakd-neka-visefarU‘Vihffatayd sdkfdd-vastu-vya- 
vacchedakam jndnam savikalpakam. Ibid. 

Venkatanatha however defines savikalpa and nirvikalpa knowledge as 

** sa pratyavamaria-pratyakf am savikalpakam** and ** tad~rahttam pratyakfom 
nirvikalpakam.** Nydya~pariiuddhi, p. 77. 
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these determine the nature of various relations which are perceived 
in sense-experience^. Vehkatanatha also points out that the very 
same collocations (samagrt) that manifest the awareness of sub- 
stance and attribute also manifest the awareness of relations; for, 
if the relations were not grasped at the first moment of perception, 
they could not originate out of nothing at the later moment. The 
relatedness being a character of entities, the awareness of entities 
necessarily means the awareness of relations. 

Perception in the light of elucidation by the later 
members of the Rlunanuja School. 

Ramanuja and his followers admitted only three kinds of 
pramdnas: perception, inference and scriptural testimony. Know- 
ledge, directly and immediately experienced, is perception {sdksdU 
kdrini pramd pratyaksam). The special distinguishing feature of 
perception is that it is not knowledge mediated by other knowledge 
(jndnd-karanaka-jndnatvam). Perception is of three kinds; God's 
perception, perception of yogins, and perception of ordinary per- 
sons. This perception of yogins includes intuitive perception of the 
mind (mdnasa-pratyaksa) or perception of sages {drsa^pratyaksa)^ 
and the yogi-pratyaksa is due to the special enlightenment of yoga 
practice. Ordinary perception is said to be of two kinds, savikalpa^ 
or determinate, and nmnkalpa, or indeterminate. Saxnkalpa 
pratyaksa is the determinate perception which involves a spatial and 
temporal reference to past time and different places where the 
object was experienced before. Thus, when we see a jug, we think 
of it as having been seen at other times and in other places, and it is 
this reference of the jug to other times and other places, and the 

^ atas tat-smbandhdd vastuta upddhito vd'dhdrd-dheyu-hhdva-vastv-antaram 
eva. evam ca kalpand-ldfrhavam. $a ca guna-di-bhedad anekah na ca tat-sambandha- 
smbahdhinos sambandhd-ntara-kalpandydmanavasthd. anyo-nya-sdpek^a-svarupatva- 
rUpo-pddhi-vyatirekend*rthd~ntard-bhdvdt. Naya-dyu~mani MS. 

nirvikalpaka is the knowledge involving the notion of certain positive 
features and rousing the subconscious memory resulting in the first moment of 
perception through the direct operation of the sense. Savtkalpaka knowledge in- 
volves the noting of differences consequent upon the operation of memory. They 
are thus defined by Vi^nuacitta : 

sanukdro^dbodha^sahakrte-ndriya^janyam jndnam savikalpakam iti eka- 
jdtlyefu prathama-pinda-grahanatn dvitlyd-di-pinda-grahanefu prathamd-kfa-san- 
nipdtajam jfUmam mrvikalpakam id. 

And in the Tattva-raindhara ; 

viiefotfdndm svd-yoga-vydxiritir avihalpake 
savikalpe*nya-yogasya t^dvrttift stnfijiknd tathd. 

Nydya-pariiuddhi^ p. 82. 
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associations connected with it as involved in such reference, that 
constitutes the determinate character of such perceptions, by virtue 
of which they are called savikalpa^. A perception, however, which 
reveals the specific character of its object, say a jug as a jug, without 
involving any direct references to its past associations, is called 
indeterminate perception or nirvikalpa jndna^. This definition of 
nirvikalpa perception distinguishes the Ramanuja conception of 
nirvikalpa knowledge from the types formulated by many other 
systems of Indian philosophy. 

It is now obvious that according to Ramanuja philosophy both 
the savikalpa and the nirvikalpa knowledges are differentiated and 
qualified in their nature, referring to objects which are qualified in 
their nature (ubhaya-vidham api etad visista-visayam evay. Venkata 
says that there is no evidence whatsoever of the existence of in- 
determinate and unqualified knowledge, at even its first stage of 
appearance, as is held by the Naiyayikas ; for our experience is en- 
tirely against them, and even the knowledge of infants, dumb per- 
sons, and the lower animals, though it is devoid of concepts and 
names, is somehow determinate since the objects stand as signs of 
things liked or disliked, things which they desire, or of which they 
are afraid^. For if these so-called indeterminate perceptions of 
these animals, etc., were really absolutely devoid of qualitative 
colouring, how could they indicate the suitable attractive or re- 
pulsive behaviour.? The Naiyayikas urge that all attribute-sub- 
stance-complex or determinate knowledge (visista-jndna) must 
first be preceded by the knowledge of the simpler clement of the 
attribute; but this is true only to a limited extent, as in the case of 
acquired perception. I see a piece of sandal to be fragrant; fra- 
grance cannot be seen, but the sight of the colour, etc., of a piece 
of sandal and its recognition as such suggest and rouse the nasal 
impressions of fragrance, which is then directly associated with 

' tatrd'nuvrtti-vifayakain jndnam savikalpakam anuvrttis ca sar^thdna-rUpa- 
jdty-dder aneka-vyakti-vrttitd^ sd ca kdlaUt deiatai ca bhavati. Rdmdnuja- 
siddhanta-samgraha^ MS. No. 4988. 

* ekasydtfi vyaktau ghatatva-prakdrakam ayam ghafa iti yaj jUdnarfi janyate tan 
nirvikalpakam. Ibid. 

* Nydya-parisuddhi, p. 77. 

* bdla-mUka - tiryag - adi •jndndndtfi anna - karnpaka^vahm - vydghrd^di - sabda^ 
vaisiffyd - navagdhi tve *pi if fa - dvaifyatd - vacchedakd - nnatvd - hitva - kanfakatvd- 
di-prakdrd-vagdhitvam asti. Nydya-sdra commentary on Nydya-parUuddhi by 
Srinivasa, p. 78. 
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vision. Here there must first be the perception of the attributes of 
the sandal as perceived by the visual organ, as rousing sub-con- 
scious impressions of fragrance associated with the nasal organ and 
giving rise to its memory, and finally associating it with the attri- 
butes perceived by the visual organ. But in the perception of 
attribute and substance there is no necessity of assuming such a 
succession of the elements constituting a complex; for the data 
which give rise to the perception of the attribute and those which 
give rise to the perception of substance are presented to the senses 
simultaneously and are identically the same {eka-sdmagrt-vedya- 
visesanesu tan-nirapeksatvdty. The main point of this discussion 
consists in our consideration of the question whether relations are 
directly perceived or not. If relations are regarded as being the 
very nature of the things and attributes that are perceived {svarupa- 
sambandha)^ then, of course, the relations must necessarily be per- 
ceived with the perceived things and attributes at the first moment 
of sight. If the relation of attributes to things be called an inherent 
inseparable relation {samavdya\ then this, being an entity, may be 
admitted to be capable of being grasped by the eye; and, since it 
constitutes the essence of the linking of the attributes and the thing, 
the fact that it is grasped by the eye along with the thing and the 
attribute ought to convince us that the relatedness of attribute and 
thing is also grasped by the eye. For, if it is admitted that samavdya 
is grasped, then that itself makes it unexceptionable that the attri- 
bute and things are grasped, as the former qualifying the latter. 
Like the attribute and the thing, their relation as constituting their 
relatedness is also grasped by the senses {dharmavad dharmivac ca 
tat-sambandhasyd'py aindriyakatvd-visesena grahana-sambhavd(f> 
For, if the relation could not be grasped by the senses at the time 
of the perception of the thing and the object, it could not be grasped 
by any other way at any other time. 

In the savikalpa perception, the internal impressions are roused 
in association with the visual and other senses, and they co-operate 
with the data supplied by the sense-organs in producing the inner 
act of analysis and synthesis, assimilation and differentiation, and 

^ Nydya-parisuddhi, p. 78: surahhi-candanam so'yatn ghafa ity-ddi-jn&nefu 
saurabhatd-mie cakfufah sva-vijdilya-samskdta^janydydh smfter visefana-praty- 
dsattitayd apekfane*pi cakfur-mdtra-janye ghata-jndne tad~apekfdyd ahhdvdt, 
Nydya^sdra, p. 78. 

• Ibid. p. 79. 
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mutual comparison of similar concepts, as involved in the process 
of savikalpa perception. What distinguishes it from memory is the 
fact that memory is produced only by the rousing of the sub- 
conscious impressions of the mind, whereas savikalpa perception 
is produced by the subconscious impressions {samskdra) working 
in association with the sense-organs^. 'Fhough the roused sub- 
conscious impressions co-operate with sense-impressions in savi-- 
kalpa perception, yet the savikalpa can properly be described as 
genuine sense-perception. 

It may be pointed out in this connection that difference is con- 
sidered in this system not as a separate and independent category, 
but as apprehended only through the mutual reference to the two 
things between which difference is realized. It is such a mutual re- 
ference, in which the affirmation of one makes the affirmation of the 
other impossible, that constitutes the essence of “difference** 
{bheday. 

Vehkatanatha strongly controverts the Sahkarite view of nirw- 
kalpa pratyaksa in the case where a perception, the materials of 
which are already there, is made on the strength of auditory sensa- 
tion in the way of scriptural instructions. Thus, when each of ten 
persons was counting upon leaving himself out of consideration, 
and counting nine persons instead of ten, another observer from 
outside pointed out to the counting person that he himself was the 
tenth. The Sahkarites urge that the statement or affirmation “thou 
art the tenth” is a case of direct nirvikalpa perception. But Veh- 
katanatha points out that, though the entity indicated by “thou** 
is directly perceived, the proposition itself cannot be directly per- 
ceived, but caji only be cogitated as being heard ; for, if whatever is 
heard can be perceived, then one can also perceive or be directly 
acquainted with the import of such propositions as “thou art 
virtuous** — dharmavdms tvam. So the mental realization of the 
import of any proposition does not mean direct acquaintance by 
perception. It is easy to see how this view controverts the Sah- 
karite position, which holds that the realization of the import of the 
proposition “thou art that” — tat tvam asi — constitutes direct ac- 

‘ smrtdv iva savikalpake samskdrasya na svdtantryenu kdranatvam yena praty- 
akfatvaffinasydtkintu indriya-sahakdritaya tathd ce'ndriya-janyatvena pratyakfom 
eva tavikalpakam. Nydya-sdra p. 8o. 

* yad-graho yatra y<id-dropa-virodhl sa hi tasya tasmad Medah. Nydya^ 
pariiuddhi, p. 86. 
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quaintance with the identity of self and Brahman by perception 
{pratyaksaY. 

It has already been pointed out that nirvikalpa perception means 
a determinate knowledge which does not involve a reference to past 
associations of similar things {anuvrtty-avisayaka-jndPta)^ and savi- 
kalpa perception means a determinate knowledge which involves 
a reference to past association {anuvrtti-vi^ayaka). This anutjtti, 
or reference to past association, does not mean a mere determinate- 
ness (e.g. the perception of a jug as endowed with the specific 
characteristics of a jug — ghafatva-prakdrakam ayam ghatak)^ but 
a conscious reference to other similar objects (e.g. jugs) experienced 
before. In savikalpa knowledge there is a direct perception by the 
visual organ of the determinate characters constituting a complex 
of the related qualities, the thing and the relatedness ; but that does 
not mean the comprehension or realization of any universals or 
class concepts involving a reference to other similar concepts or 
things. Thus, the visual organs are operative equally in savikalpa 
and nirvikalpa^ but in the former there is a conscious reference to 
other similar entities experienced before. 

The universals or class concepts are not, however, to be re- 
garded as a separate independent category, which is comprehended 
in savikalpa perception, but a reference or assimilation of similar 
characteristics. Thus, when we refer to two or more cows as pos- 
sessing common characteristics, it is these common characteristics 
existing in ail individual cows that justify us in calling all these 
animals cows. So, apart from these common characteristics which 
persist in all these individual animals, there is no other separate 
entity which may be called jdti or universal. The commonness 
(anuvrtti) consists in similarity^ {susadrsatvam eva gotvd-dindm 
anuvrttihY, Similarity is again defined as the special cause 
{asddhdrana~‘kdraim) which justifies our regarding two things as 
similar which exist separately in these things and are determined 
by each other. The application of a common name is but a short 
way of signifying the fact that two things are regarded as similar. 
This similarity is of two kinds: similarity of attributes (d/rarma- 
sadrsya) as in substances, and similarity of essence {svarupa-sddrsya) 

^ ata eva tat tvam^asy-ddi-sahdah sva^visaya-gocara-pratyakfa-jndna^janakah 
. . . ity~ddy~anumdndm nirastdni. Nydya-pariiuddhit p. 89. 

* ayam sdsnddimdn ayam apt sdsnddimdn iti sdsnddir eva anuvrtta^vyavahdra- 
vifayo driyatc. Rdmanuja-siddhanta-sar^faha, MS. No- 4988. 
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as in all other categories of qualities which are not substance 
(a-dravyay. 

In perception two kinds of sense-contact are admitted: sense- 
contact with the object {samyoga) and sense-contact with the quali- 
ties associated with the object {samyuktd-sraya). Thus, the percep- 
tion of a jug is by the former kind of contact, and the perception of 
its qualities is by the latter^. 

Venkatanatha’s treatment of Inference. 

Inference according to the Ramanuja school is very much the 
same as inference according to the Naiyayikas. Inference is the 
direct result of pardmarsay or knowledge of the existence of reason 
(associated with the knowledge of its unblemished and full con- 
comitance with the probandum) in the object denoted by the minor 
term®. Inference is a process by which, from a universal proposi- 
tion which includes within it all the particular cases, we can make 
an affirmation regarding a particular case.^ Inference must there- 
fore be always limited to those cases in which the general proposition 
has been enunciated on the basis of experience derived from sensible 
objects and not to the affirmation of ultra-sensual objects — a reason 
which precludes Ramanuja and his followers from inferring the 
existence of Isvara (God), who is admitted to be ultra-sensual 
{atindriya) {ata eva ca vayam atyantd’tindriya-vastv-anumdnam 
necchdmahy. 

As formulated by the traditional view of the school, the prin- 
ciple of concomitance (vydpti) holds that what in the range of time 
or space is either equal or less than another is called the “per- 
vaded" {vydpya) or the hetUy while that which in the range of time 
or space is either equal or greater than it, is called vydpaka or the 
probandum®. But this view does not cover all cases of valid con- 

^ MSS. No. 4988. 

^ The sense-contact with remote objects can take place in the case of the 
visual and the auditory organs by means of a mysterious process called xrrtti. 
It is supposed that these senses are lengthened as it were {dpydyamdna) hy means 
of their objects. Ibid, 

* pardmaria^janyd pramitir anumitih. Ibid, 

* pardmarsa means vydpti~viii^ta~pak$a-dharmatd-jndnam sarva-visefa-som^ 
grdhi‘Sdmdnya~vydpti~dhlr api insefd-numiti-hetuk. Nydya-parisuddhi, p. 07. 

* Ibid, 

* desatah kdlato vd'pi same nyuno'pi vd hhavet 
sva-vydpyo vydpakastasya samo vd'py adhiko'pi vd. 

Ibid. p. 100. 
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comitance. The example given for spatial and temporal co-existence 
is that between date-juice {rasa) and sweetness (guda), or between 
the shadow thrown by our bodies and the specific position of the 
Sun. But such spatio-temporal co-existences do not exhaust all 
cases, as, for example, the sunset and the surging of the sea. This 
led the later Ramanujas to adopt a stricter de.^nition of con- 
comitance as unconditional and invariable association (ntrupd- 
dhikataya niyatah sambandho vydptih)^. 

Regarding the formation of this inductive generalization or con- 
comitance, we find in Tattva-ratndkara, an older authority, that a 
single observation of concomitance leading to a belief is sufficient 
to establish a general proposition^. But Vehkatanatha urges that 
this cannot be so and that a wide experience of concomitance is 
indispensable for the affirmation of a general proposition of con- 
comitance. 

One of the important points in which Ramanuja logic differs 
from the Nyaya logic is the refusal on the part of the former to 
accept kevala-vyatireki (impossible-positive) forms of inference, 
which are admitted by the latter. Thus, in the kevala-vyatireki 
forms of inference (e.g. earth is different from other elements on 
account of its possession of smell) it is argued by the Nyaya logic 
that this difference of earth with other elements, by virtue of its 
possession of the specific property of smell not possessed by any 
other element, cannot be proved by a reference to any proposition 
which embodies the principle of agreement in presence anvaya. This 
view apparently seems to have got the support of the earlier Ramanuja 
logicians such as Varadavisnu Misra and Bhattarakaguru (in his 
Tattva-ratndkara)\ but both Venkatanatha (in his Nydya-pari-^ 
suddhi) and the author of the Ramdnuja-siddhdnta-samgraha point 


' Nydya^paristiddhi. 

* sambandho' yam sakrd grdhyah pratiti-sva-ras&t tathd 

pratltayo hi sva-rasdd dharma-dharmy-avadhln viduh. 

Tattva-ratndkara MS. 

The author of the Tattva-ratndkara urges that, since the class-concept (e.g. of 
dhQma^dhumatva) is associated with any particular instance (e.g. of smoke), the 
experience of any concomitance of smoke and fire would mean the comprehension 
of the concomitance of the class-concept of smoke with the class-concept of fire. 
So through the experience of any individual and its class-concept as associated 
with it we are in touch with other individuals included within that class-concept 
— sannihita^-dhUrnddi-vyaktUsarnyuktasya indriyasya tad-dsri ta-dhUmatvddifi 
satpyuktd-iritahL, tad-asrayatvena' 'vyakty-antardni satfiyuktdni, etc. Nydya~ 
parihiddhi, p. 105. (Chowkhamba.) • 
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out that, since Yamuna rejects the kevala-vyatireki form of argu- 
ment in his lecture on Atma-siddhiy it is better to suppose that, when 
the previous authors referred to spoke of kevala-^vyatireki as a form 
of inference, it was not admission of their acceptance of it, but only 
that they counted it as being accepted by the Nyaya logicians^. 
The author of the Ramanuja^siddhanta-^saf^aha points out that it 
may very well be brought under anvaya-vyatireki. Thus we may 
argue “body is earthly by virtue of its possession of smell; for 
whatever possesses smell is earthly and whatever does not possess 
smell is not earthly.” So in this form it may be put forward as a 
anvaya-vyatireki form of argument. The possession of smell 
{gandhavattvd) may very well be put forth as “reason” or hetUy the 
presence of which determines carthiness and the absence of which 
determines non-earthiness or difference from non-earthiness. 

Ramanuja logic admits the necessity of ''tarka*' (cogitation 
regarding the relative possibilities of the alternative conclusions by 
a dialectic of contradictions) as an indispensable means of in- 
ferential conclusions. Regarding the number of propositions, 
Vehkatanatha says that there is no necessity of admitting the in- 
dispensable character of five propositions. Thus it must depend on 
the way in which the inference is made as to how many propositions 
{avayma) are to be admitted. It may be that two, three, four or 
five propositions are deemed necessary at the time of making an 
inference. We find it said in the Tattva-ratndkara also that, though 
five propositions would make a complete statement, yet there is no 
hard and fast rule {aniyama) regarding the number of propositions 
necessary for inference^. 

Venkatanatha urges that inference is always limited to per- 
ceptible objects. Things which entirely transcend the senses cannot 
be known by inference. Inference, though irrefragably connected 
with perception, cannot, on that account, be regarded as a mode of 
perception; for the knowledge derived from perception is always 
indirect (a-paroksa). Inference cannot also be regarded as due to 
memory; for it always reveals new knowledge. Further, it cannot 
be said to be a form of mental intuition, on account of the fact that 
inference works by rousing the subconscious impressions of the 
mind; for such impressions are also found to be active in percep- 

1 NySya-parisuddhi and RemSmja-siddhdnta-satitgraha. 

* Ibid. 
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tion, and on that analogy even perception may be called mental 
intuition. 

Vydpti (concomitance) may be defined as that in which the area 
of the probandum (sadhya) is not spatially or temporally less than 
(a-nyuna-desa-kdla-vrtti) that of the reason, hetu — and reason is 
defined as that, the area of which is never wider than that of the 
probandum (a-nadhik-desa-kdla-niyatam vydpyam). As an illus- 
tration of spatial and temporal co-existence {yaugapadya) Ven- 
katanatha gives the instance of sugar and sweetness. As an illustra- 
tion of temporal co-existence (yaugapadya) he gives the example of 
the measure of the shadow and the position of the sun. As a case of 
purely spatial co-existence he gives the instance of heat and its 
effects. Sometimes, however, there is concomitance between 
entities which are separate in space and time, as in the case of tides 
and their relation to the sun and the moon^. 

Such a concomitance, however, between the probandum and the 
reason can be grasped only by the observation of numerous in- 
stances (bhuyo-darsana-gamya)y and not by a single instance, as 
in the case of Sankara Vedanta as expounded by Dharmaraja- 
dhvarindra. Bhattarakaguru, in his Tattva-ratndkara, in explaining 
the process by which the notion of concomitance is arrived at, says 
that, when in numerous instances the concomitance between the 
probandum and the reason is observed, the result of such observa- 
tion accumulates as subconscious impressions in favour of the 
universal concomitance between all cases of probandum and all 
cases of the reason, and then in the last instance the perception of 
the concomitance rouses in the mind the notion of the concomi- 
tance of all probandum and all reason through the help of the roused 
subconscious impressions previously formed. Vehkatanatha admits 
concomitance through joint method of Agreement and Difference 
(anvyaya-vyatireki) and by pure Agreement (kevald-nvayi)^ where 
negative instances are not available. Ordinarily the method of dif- 
ference contributes to the notion of concomitance by demonstrating 
that each and every instance in which the probandum does not 
occur is also an instance in which the reason does not occur. But 
in the case of kevald-nvayi concomitance, in which negative instances 

^ vydpti is thus defined by Venkat^u^fttha — atre*darti tattvam yddfg-rupasya 
yad~deia~kdla-vartino yasyayadrg-rupend yad^deia^kdla-vartind yend'vind^bhdvah 
tad idam avind-bhutam vydpyam, tat-prattsambandhi-vyapakam iti, Nydya- 
parisuddhi^ pp. 101-102. 
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are not available, the non-existence of the reason in the negative 
instance cannot be shown. But in such cases the very non-existence 
of negative instances is itself sufficient to contribute to the notion of 
kevald-nvayi concomitance. The validity of kevald-nvayi concomit- 
ance is made patent by the fact that, if the reason remains un- 
changed, the assumption of a contrary probandum is self-contra- 
dictory (vydhata-sddhya-viparyaydt), and this distinguishes it from 
the forms of kevald-nvayi arguments employed by Kularka in 
formulating his Mahd-vidyd doctrines. 

Ramanuja’s own intention regarding the types of inference that 
may be admitted seems to be uncertain, as he has never definitely 
given any opinion on the subject. His intention, therefore, is 
diversely interpreted by the thinkers of his school. Thus, Meg- 
hanadari gives a threefold classification of inference: (i) of the cause 
from the effect (kdrand-numdna); (2) of the effect from the cause 
(kdryd-numdna)] and (3) inference by mental association (ani/- 
bhavd-numdna — as the inference of the rise of the constellation of 
Rohinl from the Krttika constellation). As an alternative classifica- 
tion he gives (i) the joint method of agreement and difference 
{anvaya-vyatireki)\ (2) inference through universal agreement in 
which no negative instances are found {kevald-nvayi)\ and (3) in- 
ference through exclusion, in which no positive instances are found 
{kevala-vyatireki), Bhattarakaguru and Varadavisnu Misra, who 
preceded Venkatanatha in working out a consistent system of 
Ramanuja logic, seem also to admit the three kinds of inference, 
viz. anvyayt, kevald-nvayi ^ znd kevala-vyatirekij as is evident from 
the quotation of their works Tattva-ratndkara and Mdna-ydthdtmya- 
nirnaya, Venkatanatha, however, tries to explain them away and 
takes great pains to refute the kevala^vyatireki form of argument^. 
His contention is that there can be no inference through mere 
negative concomitance, which can never legitimately lead to the 
affirmation of any positive character when there is no positive pro- 
position purporting the affirmation of any character. If any such 
positive proposition be regarded as implied in the negative pro- 
position, then also the contention that there can be inference from 
purely negative proposition fails. One of the conditions of validity 

' Venkatanatha points out that Yamun§c§^a, also the accredited teacher of 
Ramanuja, did not admit the keviUo~vyatireki form of inference in his Siddki^ 
traya. 
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of inference is that the hetu or reason must exist in the sa~pak$a 
(that is, in all such instances where there is the sadhya), but in the 
vyatireki form of inference, where there are no positive instances of 
the existence of the hetu and the sadhya excepting the point at issue, 
the above condition necessarily fails The opponent might say that 
on the same analogy the kevald-nvayi form of argument may also be 
denied; for there negative instances are found (e.g. tdam vdcyam 
prameyatvdt). The reply would be that the validity of a kevald-nvayi 
form of argument is attested by the fact that the assumption of a 
contrary conclusion would be self-contradictory. If the contention 
of the opponent is that the universal concomitance of the negation 
of the hetu with the negation of the sddhya implies the absolute 
coincidence of the hetu and the sddhya^ then the absolute coin- 
cidence of the hetu and the sddhya would imply the absolute coin- 
cidence of the opposites of them both. This would imply that from 
the absolute coincidence of the hetu and the sddhya in a kevald-nvayi 
form of inference the absolute coincidence of their opposites would 
be demonstrable. This is absurd^. Thus, the Naiyaikas, who admit 
the kevald-nvayi inference, cannot indulge in such ways of support 
in establishing the validity of the kevala-vyatireki form of argu- 
ment. Again, following the same method, one might as well argue 
that a jug is self-revealing (sva-prakdsa) because it is a jug {ghatat- 
vdt) ; for the negation of self-revealing character {a-sva-prakdsatva) 
is found in the negation of jug, viz. the cloth, which is impossible 
{yan naivam tan naivam yathd patah). Thus, merely from the con- 
comitance of two negations it is not possible to affirm the con- 
comitance of their opposites. Again, in the above instance — 
anubhutir ananubhdvyd anubhutitvdt (immediate intuition cannot 
be an object of awareness, because it is immediate intuition) — even 
the existence of an~anubhdvyatva (not being an object of awareness) 
is doubtful; for it is not known to exist anywhere else than in the 
instance under discussion, and therefore, from the mere case of 

^ The typical forms of vyatireki inference are as follows; anubhutir an^ 
anuhhdvyd anubhutitvdt, yan naivam tan naivam yathd ghatah. prthivt itarehhyo 
hhidyate gandhavattydt yan naivam tan naivam yathd jalam. In the above in- 
stance an-anubhdvyatva (non-coKnizability) belongs only to immediate intuition. 
There is thus no sa-paksa of anubhUti where an-anubhdvyatva was found before. 

’ idam vdcyani prameyatvdt (this is definable, because it is knowable) would, 
under the supposition, imply that the concomitance of the negation of vdcyatva 
and prameyatva, viz. (indefinable) and aprameyatva (unknowable), 

would be demonstrable ; which is al^surd, since no such cases are known. 
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concomitance of the negation of an-anubhdvyatva with the negation 
of anubhuti the affirmation of an-anubhdvyatva would be inad- 
missible. Moreover, when one says that that which is an object of 
awareness (anuhhdvyd) is not immediate intuition, the mere 
affirmation of the negative relation makes anubhuti an object of 
awareness in a negative relation, which contradicts the conclusion 
that anubhuti is not an object of awareness. If, again, the character 
that is intended to be inferred by the vyatireki anumdna is already 
known to exist in tYit paksa, then there is no need of inference. If it 
is known to exist elsewhere, then, since there is a sa-paksa^^ there 
is no kevala-vyatireki inference. Even if, through the concomitance 
of the negation of the hetu and the sddhya, the sddhya is known to 
exist elsewhere outside the negation of the hetu^ its presence in the 
case under consideration would not be demonstrated. Again, in 
the instance under discussion, if, from the concomitance of the 
negation of not being an object of awareness and the negation of 
immediate intuition, it is argued that the character as not being an 
object of awareness {a-vedyatva) must be present somewhere, then 
such conclusion would be self-contradictory; for, if it is known that 
there is an entity which is not an object of awareness, then by that 
very fact it becomes an object of awareness. If an existent entity 
is ruled out from all possible spheres excepting one, it necessarily 
belongs to that residual sphere. So it may be said that “willing, 
being an existent quality, is known to be absent from all spheres 
excepting the self; it, therefore, necessarily belongs thereto.** On 
such an interpretation also there is no necessity of vyatireki 
anumdna \ for it is really a case of agreement {anvaya)\ and it is 
possible for us to enunciate it in a general formula of agreement 
such as “an existent entity, which is absent from all other spheres 
excepting one must necessarily belong to that residual sphere.** 
Again, in such an instance as “ all-knowingness {sarva-vittva\ being 
absent in all known spheres, must be present somewhere, as we 
have a notion of it, and therefore there must be an entity to which 
it belongs, and such an entity is God,** we have the well known 
ontological argument which is of vyatireki type. Against such an 
inference it may well be contended with justice that the notion of 

^ sa~pakfa are all instances (outside the instance of the inference under dis- 
cussion) where tiie hetu or reason is known to co-exist with the sddhya or 
probandum. 
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a hare’s horn, which is absent in all known spheres, must neces- 
sarily belong to an unperceived entity which is obviously false. 

It may be contended that, if the vyatireki inference is not ad- 
mitted, then that amounts to a denial of all defining characters; for 
a defining character is that which is absent everywhere except in the 
object under definition, and thus definition is the very nature of 
vyatireki inference. The obvious reply to this is that definition pro- 
ceeds from the perception of special characteristics which are 
enunciated as the defining characteristics of a particular object, and 
it has therefore nothing to do with vyatireki inference^. It may also 
be urged that defining characteristics may also be gathered by joint 
method of agreement and difference, and not by a vyatireki in- 
ference as suggested by the opponents. In such an instance as 
where knowability is defined as that which is capable of being 
known, no negative instances are known but it still remains a de- 
finition. The definition of definition is that the special characteristic 
is existent only in the object under definition and nowhere else 
{a-sadhdrana-vydpako dharmo laksanam)^. In the case where a 
class of objects is defined the defining class-character would be that 
which should exist in all individuals of that class, and should be 
absent in all other individuals of other classes. But when an in- 
dividual which stands alone (such as God) is defined, then we have 
no class-character, but only unique character which belongs to that 
individual only and not to a class. Even in such cases, such a de- 
fining character differentiates that entity from other entities 
{Brahma^ Siva^ etc.) with which, through partial similarity. He 
might be confused. Thus, the definition is a case of agreement of a 
character in an entity, and not a negation, as contended by those 
who confuse it with vyatireki inference. Therefore, the kevala- 
vyatireki form of inference cannot be supported by any argument. 

On the subject of propositions {avayava) Venkatanatha holds 
that there is no reason why there should be five propositions for all 
inference. The dispute, therefore, among various logicians regard- 
ing the number of propositions that can be admitted in an inference 
is meaningless; for just so many propositions need be admitted for 
an inference as are sufficient to make the inference appeal to the 

^ arthd-sddhdrand-kdra-pratifaUi-nibandhanam 

sajdttya-vijdtJya^vyavacchedena lakfatfom. 

Tattva-ratrtdkara, quoted in Nydya-parOuddhi, p. 143. 

' Nydya^parihiddhi, p. 145. 
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person for whom it may be intended. Thus, there may be three, 
four, or five propositions, according to the context in which the 
inference appears. 

In addition to inference Vehkatanatha also admits sabda^ or 
scriptural testimony. No elaboration need be made here regarding 
the sabda-pramdmy as the treatment of the subject is more or less 
the same as is found in other systems of philosophy. It may be re- 
membered that on the subject of the interpretation of words- and 
sentences the Naiyaikas held that each single element of a sentence, 
such as simple words or roots, had its own separate or specific 
sense. These senses suffer a modification through a process of addi- 
tion of meaning through the suffixes of another case-relation. 
Viewed from this light, the simple constituents of sentences are 
atomic, and gradually go through a process of aggregation through 
their association with suffixes until they grow into a total meaning 
of the sentence. I'his is called the abhihita-nvaya-vada. The opposite 
view is that of anvita-bhidhana-vada, such as that of Mimamsaka, 
which held that no sentence could be analysed into purely simple 
entities of meaning, unassociated with one another, which could go 
gradually by a process of aggregation or association. Into however 
simple a stage each sentence might be capable of being analysed, 
the very simplest part of it would always imply a general association 
with some kind of a verb or full meaning. The function of the 
suffixes and case-relations, consists only in applying restrictions 
and limitations to this general connectedness of meaning which 
every word carries with itself. Vehkatanatha holds this anvitd- 
bhidhana-vada against the abhihita-nvaya-vada on the ground that the 
latter involves the unnecessary assumption of separate specific 
powers for associating the meaning of the simplest word-elements 
with their suffixes, or between the suffixed words among themselves 
and their mutual connectedness for conveying the meaning of a 
sentence^. The acceptance of amntd-bhidhdna was conducive to the 
philosophy of Ramanuja, as it established the all-connectedness of 
meaning {visistd-rtha). 

Ramanuja himself did not write any work propounding his views 
of logic consistent with his system of philosophy. But Nathamuni 
had written a work called Nydya-tattva^ in which he criticized 

' ahhihitd-twyaye hi padOndm padd~rthe padd-rthdnam vSkyd-rthe paddndrn ca 
tatra iti iakti-traya-kalpand-gauravarp sydt, Nydya-parisuddhi, p. 369. 
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the views of Gotama’s logic and revised it in accordance with 
the VUista-^dvaita tradition. Visnucitta wrote his Sangati-^mdld and 
Prameya^samgrahay following the same lines, Bhattarakaguru wrote 
his Tattva-ratndkaray and Varadavisnu Mi^ra also wrote his Pngnd- 
paritrdna and Mdna-ydthdtmya-nirnayay working out the views of 
Visistd-dvaita logic. Vehkatanatha based his Nydyorparisuddhi on 
these works, sometimes elucidating their views and sometimes dif- 
fering from them in certain details. But, on the whole, he drew his 
views on the Visistd-dvaita logic from the above writers. His origin- 
ality, therefore, in this field is very limited. Meghanadari, however, 
seems to differ very largely from Venkatanatha in admitting 
Upamdna and arthdpatti as separate pramdnas. He has also made 
some very illuminating contributions in his treatment of perception, 
and in his treatment of inference he has wholly differed from 
Venkatanatha in admitting vyatireki anumdna, 

Meghanadari admits upamdna as a separate pramdna. With him 
upamdna is the pramdna through which it is possible to have the 
knowledge of similarity of a perceived object with an unperceived 
one, when there was previously a knowledge of the similarity of the 
latter with the former. Thus, when a man has the knowledge that 
the cow which he perceives is similar to a bison, and when later on, 
roaming in the forest, he observes a bison, he at once notes that the 
cow which he does not perceive now is similar to a bisoit which he 
perceives. This knowledge, Meghanadari contends, cannot be due 
to perception, because the cow is not before the perceiver; it also 
cannot be due to memory, since the knowledge of similarity dawns 
before the reproduction of the cow in the mind. Meghanadari holds 
that no separate pramdna need be admitted for the notion of dif- 
ference; for the knowledge of ^difference is but a negation of 
similarity. This interpretation of upamdnaisy however, different from 
that given in Nyaya, where it is interpreted to mean the association 
of a word with its object on the basis of similarity, e.g. that animal 
is called a bison which is similar to a cow. Here, on the basis of 
similarity, the word bison” is associated with that animal. Megha- 
nadari tries to explain this by the function of recognition, and re- 
pudiates its claim to be regarded as a separate pramdna^- He also 
admits arthdpatti as a separate pramdna. Arthdpatti is generally 
translated as ” implication,” where a certain hypothesis, without the 
* See MS. Naya^dyu-ihanir Chapter on Upamdna. 
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assumption of which an obscured fact of experience becomes inex- 
plicable, is urged before the mind by the demand for an explanation 
of the observed fact of experience. Thus, when one knows from an 
independent source that Devadatta is living, though not found at his 
house, a natural hypothesis is urged before the mind that he must 
be staying outside the house; for otherwise either the present ob- 
servation of his non-existence at his house is false or the previous 
knowledge that he is living is false. That he is living and that he is non- 
existent at his house can only be explained by the supposition that he 
is existing somewhere outside the house. This cannot be regarded 
as a case of inference of the form that “ since somewhere-existing 
Devadatta is non-existent at his house, he must be existent some- 
where else; for all somewhere-existing entities which are non- 
existent at a place must be existent elsewhere like myself.*' Such 
an inference is meaningless; for the non-existence of an existing 
entity in one place is but the other name of its existing elsewhere. 
Therefore, the non-existence of an existing entity in one place 
should not be made a reason for arriving at a conclusion (its ex- 
istence elsewhere) which is not different from itself. Arthdpatti is 
thus to be admitted as a separate pramdna. 

Epistemology of the R^anuja School according to 
Meghanadari and others. 

Vehkatanatha, in his Nydya’-parisuddhi, tries to construct the 
principles of Logic {Nydya or Niti) on which Ramanuja's system 
of philosophy is based. He was not a pioneer in the field, but he 
followed and elaborated the doctrines of Visistd-dvaita logic as 
enunciated by Nathamuni, the teacher of Yamuna, in his work 
called Nydya-tattvay and the works of Parasara Bhatta on the subject. 
Regarding the system of Nyaya propounded by Gotama, Venkata’s 
main contention is that though Gotama’s doctrines have been re- 
jected by Badarayana as unacceptable to right-minded scholars, 
they may yet be so explained that they may be made to harmonize 
with the true Vedantic doctrinesof Visistd-dvaita, But the interpreta- 
tions of Gotama’s Nyaya by Vatsyayana take them far away from 
the right course and have therefore to be refuted. At any rate 
Venkata, like Visnucitta, is not unwilling to accept such doctrines 
of Gotama as are not in conflict with the Vedanta view. Thus, there 
may be a divergence of opinion regarding the sixteenfold classi- 
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fication of logical categories. There can be no two opinions re- 
garding the admission of the fact that there are at least certain en- 
tities which are logically valid; for if logical validity is denied, logic 
itself becomes unfounded. All our experiences assume the existence 
of certain objective factors on which they are based. A general 
denial of such objective factors takes away the very root of ex- 
perience. It is only when such objective factors are admitted to be 
in existence in a general manner that there may be any inquiry 
regarding their specific nature. If everything were invalid, then the 
opponent’s contention would also be invalid. If everything were 
doubted, then also it would remain uncontradictory. The doubt 
itself cannot be doubted and the existence of doubt would have to 
be admitted as a decisive conclusion. So, even by leading a full 
course of thoroughgoing doubt, the admission of the possibility of 
definite conclusion becomes irresistible^. Therefore, the contention 
of the Buddhists that there is nothing valid and that there is nothing 
the certainty of which can be accepted, is inadmissible. If, there- 
fore, there are things of which definite and valid knowledge is 
possible, there arises a natural inquiry about the means or instru- 
ments by which such valid knowledge is possible. The word 
pramana is used in two senses. Firstly, it means valid knowledge; 
secondly, it means instruments by which valid knowledge is pro- 
duced. pramana as valid knowledge is defined by Venkata as the 
knowledge which corresponds to or produces a behaviour leading 
to an experience of things as they are (yathd’-vasthita-vyavahard-nu- 
gunamy. The definition includes behaviour as an indispensable 
condition of pramana such that, even though in a particular case a 
behaviour may not actually be induced, it may yet be pramana if 
the knowledge be such that it has the capacity of producing a be- 
haviour which would tally with things as they are®. The definition 

^ vyavahdro hi jagato bhavaty dlmbcme kvacit 

na tat sdmdnyato ndsti kathantd tu pankfyate 
sdmdnya-niicitd-rthena visefe tu bubhutsitam 
patlkfd hy ucitd sve-fta-pramdrw-tpddand~tmikd. . . 

sarvarfi sandigdham iti te nipunasyd* sti micaya(i 
simiayai ca na sandigdhah sandigdhd-dvaita-vddinah. 

Nyaya-parisuddhi, p. 3 1 (Chowkhamba edition). 

• Nydya^pariiuddhi, by Vehkatanatha, p. 36. 

* anugu^a-padaifi vyavahdra-janana’-tvarapa-yagya^parar/t tend^janita-vyava- 
hdre yathd-rtha~jndna~viiefe nd'vydptih. Srinivtaa’s Nyifya-sdra on Nydya- 
pariiuddhi, p. 36.. 



xx] Epistemology according to Meghanaddri and others zyj 

of pramdna as knowledge leading to a behaviour tallying with facts 
naturally means the inclusion of valid memory within it. An un- 
contradicted memory is thus regarded as valid means of knowledge 
according to the Ramanuja system^. Venkata urges that it is wrong 
to suppose the illicit introduction of memory as the invariable con- 
dition of illusion, for in such illusory perception as that of yellow 
conch-shell, there is manifestly no experience of the production of 
memory. The conch-shell directly appears as yellow. So in all 
cases of illusions the condition that is invariably fulfilled is that one 
thing appears as another, which is technically called anyathd^khydti. 
But it may as well be urged that in such an illusion as that of the 
conch-shell-silver, the reason why the conch-shell appears as' the 
silver is the non -apprehension of the distinction between the sub- 
conscious image of the silver seen in shops and the perception of a 
shining piece before the eyes, technically called akhydti. Thus, in 
all cases of illusion, when one thing appears as another there is this 
condition of the non-apprehension of the distinction between a 
memory image and a percept. If illusions are considered from this 
point of view, then they may be said to be primarily and directly 
due to the aforesaid psychological fact known as akhydti. Thus, 
both these theories of illusion have been accepted by Ramanuja 
from two points of view. The theory of anyathd-khydti appeals 
directly to experience, whereas the akhydti view is the result of 
analysis and reasoning regarding the psychological origin of il- 
lusions^. The other theory of illusion {yathdrtha-khydti), which re- 
gards illusions also, as being real knowledge, on the ground that in 
accordance with the panci-karana theory all things are the result 
of a primordial admixture of the elements of all things, is neither 
psychological nor analytical but is only metaphysical, and as 
such does not explain the nature of illusions. The illusion in 
such a view consists in the fact or apprehension of the presence 
of such silver in the conch-shell as can be utilized for domestic 
or ornamental purposes, whereas the metaphysical explanation only 
justifies the perception of certain primordial elements of silver in 
the universal admixture of the elements of all things in all things. 

^ smrti-mdtrd-pramdnatvofft na yuktam iti vakfyate 

abOdhita-smriter loke prarndnatva’-parigrahSL 

Nydya-pariiuddhif p. 38. 

* idarrt rajatam anuhhavdm'ty ekatvenai'va prattyamdndydt^ pranter 
gfahaf!ui-smaraiStd’’tmakatvam anekatvatfi ca yuktitafi sddhyamdnatfi na pratlH^ 
patham drohatu Nydya^sdra, p. 40. 
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In refuting the atma-^khyati theory of illusion of the Buddhists, 
Venkata says that if the idealistic Buddhist can admit the validity 
of the different awarenesses as imposed on the one fundamental 
consciousness, then on the same analogy the validity of the per- 
ceived objects may also be admitted. If the different subjective and 
objective awarenesses are not admitted, then all experiences would 
be reduced to one undifferentiated consciousness, and that would 
be clearly against the Buddhistic theory of knowledge. The 
Buddhist view that entities which are simultaneously apprehended 
are one, and that therefore knowledge and its objects which are 
apprehended simultaneously are one, is wrong. Knowledge and its 
objects are directly apprehended as different, and therefore the 
affirmation of their identity is contradicted in experience. The 
Madhyamika Buddhists further hold that, just as in spite of the 
falsehood of the defects {dosa)y illusions happen, so in spite of the 
falsehood of any substratum or any abiding entity, illusions may 
appear as mere appearances without any reality behind them. 
Against such a view, Venkata says that whatever is understood by 
people as existent or non-existent has always a reference to a 
reality, and mere phenomena without any basis or ground on 
reality are incomprehensible in all our experience. Hence the pure 
phenomenalism of the Madhyamika is wholly against all experience 
When people speak of non-existence of any entity, they always. do 
it with some kind of spatial or temporal qualification. Thus, when 
they say that the book does not exist, they always qualify this non- 
existence with a “here" and a “there" or with a “now" or a “then." 
But pure unqualified non-existence is unknown to ordinary ex- 
perience*. Again all positive experience of things is spatially 
limited (e.g. there is a jug “here"); if this spatial qualification as 
“here" is admitted, then it cannot Be held that appearances occur 
on mere nothing {nir-adhisthana-bhrama-nupapattih). If, however, 
the limitation of a “here” or “there” is denied, then no experience 
is possible {pratiter apahnava eva syat). 

Criticizing the a^nirvacamya theory of illusion of the Vedantists 
Venkatanatha says that when the Sankarites described all things as 

^ loht hhSv&-hhdva^iabdayos tat-pratityoi ca vidyamdnasyaVva vastumih 
aoasthd-viUfa-gocaratvasya pratipdditatvat. prakdrd-ntarasya ca loka^siddha- 
pramdttd^vifayatvdd ity-arthah. Nydya-sdra, p. 46. 

* sarvo*pi nifedhah sa^pratiyogiko niyata^deia^kdlaica pratlyate. Nlrupa^ 
dhir niyata-deia-kdla-pratiyogi-viiefana-rahito tjifedho na pratlyate iti. Ibid. p. 46. 
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indefinable {a-nirvacamya), the word “indefinable*’ must mean 
either some definite trait, in which case it would cease to be in- 
definable, or it might mean failure to define in a particular manner, 
in which case the Saiikarites might as well accept the Ramanuja 
account of the nature of the universe. Again when the Sankarites 
are prepared to accept such a self-contradictory category as that 
which is different both from being and non-being {sad-asad-- 
vyatirekah)y why cannot they rather accept things as both existent 
and non-existent as they are felt in experience? The self-contradic- 
tion would be the same in either case. If, however, their description 
of the world-appearance as something different from being and 
non-being is for the purpose of establishing the fav:t that the world- 
appearance is different both from chimerical entities (tuccha) and 
from Brahman, then Ramanujists should have no dispute with 
them. Further, the falsity of the world does not of itself appeal to 
experience ; if an attempt is made to establish such a falsity through 
unfounded dialectic, then by an extension of such a dialectic even 
Brahman could be proved to be self-contradictory. Again the 
assertion that the world-appearance is non-existent because it is de- 
structible is unfounded; for the Upanisads speak of Brahman, the 
individual souls and the prakrti as being eternal. The Sahkarites also 
confuse destruction and contradiction {na cat* ky am nasa-badhayohy. 

The followers of Patanjali speak of an illusory comprehension 
through linguistic usage in which we are supposed to apprehend 
entities which have no existence. This is called nirvisaya-khyati. 
Thus, when we speak of the head of Rahu, we conceive Rahu as 
having an existence apart from his head, and this apprehension is 
due to linguistic usage following the genitive case-ending in Rahu, 
but Venkata urges that it is unnecessary to accept a separate theory 
of illusion for explaining such experience, since it may well be done 
by the akhydti or anyathd-khydti theory of illusion, and he contends 
that he has already demonstrated the impossibility of other theories 
of illusion. 

Meghanadari, however, defines pramdna as the knowledge that 
determines the objects without depending on other sources of know- 
ledge such as memory®. 

^ Nydya-parisuddhi, pp. 48-5^* 

• iatrd*nya~pramdnd-napekfam artha-paricchedakaiji jnanam pramdnam, 
artha-paricchede'nya’pramdfm-sdpekfa-smrtdv ativydpti-parihdre^nya-pramdnd- 

napekfam iti'* Naya-dyu-mam, Madras Govt. Oriental MS. 



240 Philosophy of the Ramanuja School of Thought [ ch . 

Though knowledge is self-revealing {sva-murtdv api svayam eva 
hetuh)y and though there is a continuity of consciousness in sleep, 
or in a state of swoon, yet the consciousness in these stages cannot 
reveal objects of cognition. This is only possible when knowledge 
is produced through the processes known as pramdna. When we 
speak of the self-validity of knowledge, we may sffeak of the cog- 
nition as being determined by the objects that it grasps {artha- 
paricchinnam pramdnam). But when we speak of it from the per- 
ceptual point of view or from the point of view of its determining 
the objects of knowledge, we have to speak of knowledge as de- 
termining the nature of objects (artha-paricchedaka) and not as being 
determined by them. Knowledge may thus be looked at from a 
subjective point of view in self-validity of cognition {svata/i- 
prdmdnya). Then the self-validity refers to its content which is 
determined by the objects of comprehension. It has also to be 
looked at from the objective point of view in all cases of acquire- 
ment of knowledge and in our behaviour in the world of objects, 
and then the knowledge appears as the means by which we de- 
termine the nature of the objects and measure our behaviour 
accordingly. The definition of knowledge as that which measures 
the nature of objects (artha-^pariccheda-kari jndnam pramdnam)^ as 
given by Meghanadari is thus somewhat different from that given by 
Venkata, who defines it as that which corresponds to or produces 
a behaviour leading to an experience of things as they are {yathd- 
vasthita vyavahdrd^nugunam). In the case of Venkata, knowledge is 
looked at as a means to behaviour and it is the behaviour which is 
supposed to determine the nature of correspondence. In Megha- 
nadari’s definition the whole question of behaviour and of corre- 
spondence is lost sight of, or at least put in the background. The 
emphasis is put on the function of knowledge as determining the 
objects. The supposition probably is that in case of error or illusion 
also the real object is perceived, and the illusion is caused through 
the omission of other details, a correct perception of which would 
have rendered the illusion impossible. We know already that 
according to the yathdrtha-khydti theory of Ramanuja there are 
elements of all things in all things, according to the Upanisadic 
theory of trivrt-karaim** and its elaboration in the pand^karana 
doctrine. What happens therefore in illusion (e.g. the conch-shell- 
silver) is that the visual organ ia in contact with the element of 
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silver that forms one of the constituents of the conch-shell. This 
element of silver no doubt is infinitesimally small as compared with 
the over\vhelmingly preponderating parts — the conch-shell. But 
on account of the temporary defect of the visual organ or other 
distracting circumstances, these preponderating parts of the conch- 
shell are lost sight of. The result is that knowledge is produced only 
of the silver elements with which the sense-organ was in contact; 
and since the conch-shell element had entirely dropped put of 
comprehension, the silver element was regarded as being the only 
one that was perceived and thus the illusion was produced. But 
even in such an illusion the perception of silver is no error. The 
error consists in the non-perception of the preponderating part — 
the conch-shell. Thus, even in illusory perception, it is un- 
doubtedly a real object that is perceived. The theory of anyathd- 
khydti IS that illusion consists in attributing a quality or character 
to a thing which it docs not possess. In an indirect manner this 
theory is also implied in the yathdrtha-khydti theory in so far that 
here also the characters attributed (c.g. the silver) to the object of 
perception {purovarti vastu) do not belong to it, though the essence 
of illusion does not consist in that, and there is no real illusion of 
perception. Meghanadari thus holds that all knowledge is true in 
the sei^se that it has always an object corresponding to it, or what 
has been more precisely described by Anantacarya that all cognitive 
characters (illusory or otherwise) universally refer to real objective 
entities as objects of knowledge*. We have seen tiiat Venkata had 
admitted three theories of illusion, namely, anyathd-khydti, 
akhydti and yallicirtha-khydti, from three different points of view. 
This does not seem to find any support in Meghanadari’s work, as 
he spares no efiort to prove that ihc yathdrtha-khyati theory is the 
only theory of illusion and to refute the other rival theories. The 
main drift of Meghanadari’s criticism of anyathd-khydti consists in 
the view that since knowledge must .always refer to an object that is 
perceived, it is not possible that an object should produce a know- 
ledge giving an entirely different content, for then such a content 
would refer to no object and thus would be chimerical {tucchd). 
If it is argued that the object is present elsewhere, then it might be 
contended that since the pre.sence of the object can be determined 

^ “ Tat-tad-dhanna-prakaraka-jndnatva-vyapakam tat-tad-dharmavad-viies- 
yakatvam iti yathdWtharp sarva-vijndnam iti.** Anantacarya, Jndna-ydtharthya- 
vdda (MS.). 


Dill 


16 



242 Philosophy of the Rdmdnuja School of Thought [ch. 

only by the content of knowledge, and since such an object is denied 
in the case of illusory perception where we have such a knowledge, 
what is the guarantee that the object should be present in other 
cases ? In those cases also it is the knowledge that alone should 
determine the presence of the object. That is to say, that if know- 
ledge alone is to be the guarantor of the corresponding object, it is 
not right to say in two instances where such knowledge occurs that 
the object exists in one case and not in the other^. 

In refuting the anirvacaniya-khyati Meghanadari says that if it 
is supposed that in illusions an indefinable silver is produced which 
is mistaken for real silver, then that is almost the same as the 
anyathd-khydti view, for here also one thing is taken as another. 
Moreover, it is difficult to explain how the perception of such an 
indefinable silver would produce the real desire for picking it up 
which is possible only in the case of the perception of real silver. 
A desire which can be produced by a real object can never be pro- 
duced by a meie illusory notion. Nor can there be any similarity 
between a mere illusory notion and the real shining entity, viz. 
silver*. The so-called indefinable silver is regarded either as being 
of the nature of being and non-being, or as different from being 
and non-being, both of which are impossible according to the Law 
of Contradiction and the Law of Excluded Middle. Even if it be 
admitted for the sake of argument that such an extra-logical entity 
is possible, it would be difficult to conceive how it could have any 
similarity with such a positive entity as ordinary silver. It cannot 
be admitted that this complex of being and non-being is of the 
nature of pure vacuity, for then also it would be impossible to con- 
ceive any similarity between a vacuum entity and real silver*. 

^ na ca tadbajjiidm'stuiti vdcyOtfi. tad^Skdrasya satyatve hkrantitvd-nu- 
papattih €uattv€ tu na tasya jndnd-kdratd. tucchasya vastv-dkdratd^nupapatteh, 
tad^dkdratve ca khydtir eva tucche'ti hiktikddau na rajatd^rthi-pravrttih. Meg- 
hanidftri, Naya-dyu-mard (MS.). 

The general drift of MeghanSdari's theme may be summed up in the words of 
AnantfleSrya in his Jndna^ydthdrthya-vdda (MS.) as follows : tathd ca rajatatvam 
tuktuniftha-'vifayatd^vacchedakatvd-bhdvavat iukty^avrttitvdt yo yad-avrttih sa 
tan^nifpl^-dharwta-mrQpitd-vacchedakatvd-bhdvavdn iti sdmdnya-vydptau danda- 
niftha^hdranatd-vaech^akatvd-bkdvavad dan4e-vrtti ghatatvddikant drftdntah** 

* *' tasyd*mrvdcya~rajatatayd grQh€cndd vipanta-khydtupakfa-pdtap . . . sam- 
yag^fc^ata^dhlr hi pravrtti-hetuh . . . tasya pratUy^dtmaka’^vastv-dtmakayor bhds- 
vcuratvd^di^sddriyd’-hkdvdt*' ibid. 

* tkatya yugapat sad’asadd-tmaka-^viruddha^dkarmavativd-nupapatUh. tad- 
ypapattOv apt sddrsyd-nupapatteica.,.si3nya-vastum ^amdrdi-bhdvdt. tat-sad- 
bitdv€*pi tasya rajata-sddjriyd-bhdvdcar tato na pravfttih. Jbid. 
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Again it is said that the illusory silver is called indefinable 
{amrvacaniya) because it is different from pure being such as the 
self which is never contradicted in experience {atmano badha-yogat) 
and from non-being such as the chimerical entities like the hare’s 
horn which can never be objects of knowledge {khyaty-ayogdt). But 
in reply to thi« it may very well be urged that the being of the self 
cannot itself be proved, for if the self were the object of knowledge 
it would be as false as the world appearance; and if it were not it 
could not have any being. It cannot also be said to have being be- 
cause of its association with the class concept of being, for the self 
is admitted to be one, and as such cannot be associated with class 
concept'. Again want of variability cannot be regarded as a con- 
dition of reality, for if the cognitive objects are unreal because they 
are variable, the knower himself would be variable on account of his 
association with variable objects and variable relations, and would 
therefore be false. Again being (sattd) is not as universal as it is 
supposed to be, for it is different from the entities (jug, etc.) to 
which it is supposed to belong and also from negation in the view 
that holds negation to be a positive category *^. If the self is re- 
garded as self-luminous, then it may also be contended that such 
self-luminosity must be validly proved ; and it may also be urged 
that unless the existence of the self has already been so proved 
its character cannot be proved to be self-luminous.® 

Again the akhydti view is liable to two different interpretations, 
in both of which it may be styled in some sense as yathdrtha-khyati. 
In the first interpretation the illusion is supposed to be produced in 
the following manner: the visual organ is affected by the shining 
character of something before the eyes, and this shining character, 
being of the same nature as that of the silver, the shining character 
of the silver is remembered, and since it is not possible to dis- 

^ tasya drsyatva-nabhyupagame saia-visana~di-sdmyam. dtmanah prameyatd 
ca ne'fte'ti, na tacos tat-satta-siddhih. tad-abhyupagatau ca pfapaheavanmithyat- 
vam . . .dtma-vyakter ekatvd-bhimdndt tad-vvatirikta-paddrthasyd*sattvd-bhimdn- 
dcca sattd-samavdyitvd-nupapatteh. Meghanadaii, Naya-dyu-mani. 

* atha ghata-pata-di-bheddnam vydvartamdnatifend*pdramdrthyam . . . dima- 
no* pi ghata-papddi-sarva-paddrthebhyo vydvartamdnatvdn mithydtvd-pattik . . . ab- 
hivyanjakd-pdramdrthye'bhivyangyu-pdramdrthyam. . .na ca sattvasyai'va sam- 
asta'paddrthepv anuvartamdnam pdramdrfhyam. ghatadayo* pi tad-apekfaya 
vydvartante . . . abhdvasya paddrthd-ntarbhdve'pi tatra sattd-nabhyupagamdt 
carva-paddrthd-nuvrtty-abhdvdt. Ibid. 

* naca tasya svayant-prakdsatvdn napramdnd-pekpe'ti svayam-prakdsatvatyd*^ 
pi pramd^-dhlnatvdt pramdnd-ntara-siddhd-tmanah svayam-prakdsatvasya sad 
hyatvdcca. na hi dharmy-aprasidhau dharma-sadhyata. Ibid. 
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tinguish whether this shining character belongs to silver or to some- 
thing else, and since the object in front is associated with such an 
undiscriminated shining character, the shining character cannot be 
treated as a mere self-ejected idea, but has to be taken as having its 
true seat in that something before the eye; thus, the notion of silver 
is a result of a true perception. It would have been a false percep- 
tion if the conch-shell had been perceived as silver, but in such a 
perception it is not the conch-shell, but “this*' in front, that is per- 
ceived as silver. The general maxim is that the idea which corre- 
sponds to any particular kind of behaviour is to be regarded as a 
true representation of the object experienced in such a behaviour 
(yad-artha-vyavahara-nuguna ya dhih sd tad-artha). This maxim 
has its application here inasmuch as the “this” in front can be ex- 
perienced in practical behaviour as such, and the silvery character 
has also a true reference to real silver. So the notion “this silver*’ 
is to be regarded as a complex of two notions, the “this” and the 
“silver.” Thus, the perception involved in the above interpretation 
is a true perception according to the akhydti view. In the above 
explanation it is contended that just as the two different notions of 
substance and quality may both appear in the same concept, so 
there cannot be any difficulty in conceiving of a legitimate unity of 
two different notions in one illusory perception as “this silver.” 
Such a fusion is possible on account of the fact that here two notions 
occur in the same moment and there is no gap between them. This 
is different from the anyathd^-khydti view, in which one thing is 
supposed to appear as another. The objections against this view 
are : firstly, that a defect cannot possibly transmute one thing into 
another; secondly, if illusions be regarded as the appearance of one 
thing as another, then there i^scope for such a fear, even in those 
cases which are regarded as correct perception; for all knowledge 
would be exposed to doubt, and this would land us in scepticism. 
If, therefore, it is suggested that illusion is due to a non-compre- 
hension of the difference between the presence of a conch-shell and 
the memory-image of silver, that also would be impossible. For if 
“difference” means only the different entities {bhedo vastu-svaru’- 
pam-eva\ then non-comprehension of difference (which is regarded 
as the root-cause of illusion in the present view) would mean the 
comprehension of the identity of the memory-image and the per- 
cept, and that would not account for the qualified concept where 
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one notion (c.g. the silver) appears as qualifying the other notion 
(the “this” before the eye). Moreover, if two independent notions 
which are not related as substance and quality be miscomprehended 
as one concept, then any notion could be so united with any other 
notion, because the memory-images which are stored in our past 
experiences are limitless. Again the silver that was experienced in 
the past was experienced in association with the space in which it 
existed, and the reproduction of the silver and memory would also 
be associated with that special spatial quality. This would render 
its mis-association with the percept before the perceiver impossible 
on account of the spatial difference of the two. If it is contended 
that through the influence of defects the spatial quality of the 
memory-image is changed, then that would be the anyathd-khydti 
theory, which would be inadmissible in the akhydti view. Again 
since all sensible qualities must be associated with some kind of 
spatial relation, even if the original spatial quality be transmuted 
or changed, that would be no reason why such a spatial image 
should be felt as being in front of the perceiver. It must also be 
said that the distinctive differences between the memory-image and 
the percept are bound to be noted; for if such a distinctive dif- 
ference were not noted, the memory-image could not be dis- 
tinguished as “silver-image.” It cannot also be said that though 
the percept can be distinguished from the memory-image the latter 
cannot be distinguished from the former, for the discriminative 
character is a constituent of both, and it is nothing but the white 
shining attribute. If it is urged that the spatial and other distinctive 
qualities arc not noted in the memory-image and it appears merely 
as an image, then it may well be objected that any and every 
memory-image may be confused with the present percept, and 
even a stone may appear as silver. 

Since both the a~nir%)acaniya-kltydti and the akhydti are in some 
smse yathdrtha-khydti, Meghanadari refuted these two -theories of 
illusion and attempted to show that the yathdrtha-khydti would be 
untenable in these views. Now he tries to show that all other 
possible interpretations of yathdrtha-khydti are invalid. The funda- 
mental assumption of yathdrtha-khydti is that all knowledge must 
correspond to a real object like all right knowledge*. Thus, in other 

‘ vipratipannah pratyayo yaihd-rthah pratyatvdl, sampratipanna-pratyaya- 
vaditi. Naya-dyu^manit p. 140 (MS.). 
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interpretations, the yathdrtha-khyaii or the correspondence theory, 
might mean that cognition is produced by a real object or by the 
objective percept or that it means uncontradicted experience. The 
first alternative is untenable because even in the illusion of the 
conch-shell-silver the notion of silver has been produced by a real 
object, the conch-shell ; the second view is untenable, for the object 
corresponding to the illusory percept of silver is not actually present 
in the conch-shell according to other theories; and so far as the 
operation of the memory impression of the silver as experienced in 
the past is concerned {purva-nubhuta^-rajata-samskdra^dvar^ its in- 
strumentality is undeniable both in right and in illusory cognitions. 
The third alternative is untenable because contradiction refers to 
knowledge or judgment and not to things themselves. If it is said 
that the cognition refers to the illusory appearance and hence it is 
the illusory entity existing outside that is the object of perception, 
the obvious objection would be that perception refers to a non- 
illusory something in front of the perceiver, and this cannot be 
obviated. If non-illusory something is a constituent in the cogni- 
tion, then it would be futile to say that the mere illusory perceptual 
form is all that can be the object of perception. 

It cannot also be said that the illusory perception has no object 
(nirvi^aya-khydti) and that it is called cognition, because, though it 
may not itself be amenable to behaviour as right cognitions are, it 
is similar to them by producing an impression that it also is amen- 
able to behaviour, just as autumn clouds, which cannot shower, are 
also called clouds. The illusory cognition has for its content not 
only the illusory appearance but also the non-illusory '*this*’ to 
which it objectively and adjectively refers. The truth, however, is 
that it is not indispensable for constituting the objectivity of a 
cognition that all the characters of the object should appear in the 
cognition; if any of its characters are manifested, that alone is suf- 
ficient to constitute the objectivity of an entity with regard to its 
cognition. The position, therefore, is that all cognitions refer and 
correspond to certain real entities in the objective world, and this 
cannot be explained on any other theory than on the supposition 
of a metaphysico-cosmological theory akin to the theory of 
homoiameriae. 

Anantacirya, in his Jndna-ydthdrtkya^viida, more or less repeats 
the arguments of Meghanadaf i when he says that no cognition can 
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be powible without its being based on a relation of correspondence 
to an objective entity. The content of knowledge must therefore 
have a direct correspondence with the objective entity to which it 
refers. Thua^ since there is a perception of silver (in the illusory 
perception of conch-shell-^ilver), it must refer to an objective sub- 
stratum corresponding to it^. The Mimamsa supposition that errors 
are produced through non-discrimination of memory-image and 
perception is also wrong, because in that case we should have the ex- 
perience of remembering silver and not of perceiving it as an ob- 
jective entity before us^. Both Meghanadari and Anantacarya take 
infinite pains to prove that their definition of error applies to all 
cases of illusions of diverse sorts, including dreams, into the de- 
tails of which it is unnecessary for our present purposes to enter* 

The Doctrine of Self-validity of Knowledge. 

Pramdna^ or valid knowledge, is defined as the cognition of 
objects as they are {tathd-bhuta-rtha-jndnam hi pram&^rn ucyate), 
and apramdna, or invalid knowledge, is described as cognition repre- 
senting a wrong notion of an object {a-tathd-bhutd-rtha-jHdnam hi 
a-pramdnam). Such a validity, it is urged by Meghanadari, is mani- 
fested by the knowledge itself {tathdtvd-vadhdrana-tmakam pram- 
dnyam dtmanaVva nisciyate). This does not expose it to the criticism 
that knowledge, being passive, cannot at the same moment be also 
regarded as active, determining its own nature as valid {na ca 
karma-kartrid-virodhafy); for since it is of the nature of a faithful 
representation of the object, the manifestation of its own nature as 
such is an affirmation of its validity. If knowledge had no power by 
itself of affirming its own validity, there would be no way by which 
such a validity could be affirmed, for the affirmation of its validity 
by any other mediate process, or through any other instrumentality, 
will always raise the same question as to how the testimony of those 
processes or instruments can be accepted. For on such a supposi- 
tion, knowledge not being self-valid, each such testimony has to be 

^ tathd ca rajatatvam sukti-nistha-visayatd-vaechedakatvd-bhdvavat sukty^ 
avrttitvdt yo yad-avrttih sa tan-mftha-dharma^nirupitd-vacchtdahatvd^bhdvavd- 
niti. Jndna-ydthdrthya-vdda (MS.). 

* rqjata-smarai^ idam-paddriha-grahana-rUpa-indna-dvaya^kalpane rajatoffi 
smardmVti tatrd*nubhava~prasaiigah, na tu rajatatp pasydndti, sdkfdt-kdratva- 
vyanjaka-visayatdydh smarane'bhdvdt. Ibid, 

* (fl) Ibid. (6) MeghanSdSri, Saya-dyu-mani. 
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corroborated by another testimony, and that by another, and this 
will lead us to infinite regress. 

In repudiating other views Meghanadari points out that if 
validity is admitted as belonging to the collocative causes of know- 
ledge (involving the self, the senses, and the object), then even the 
object would have to be regarded as a pramam, and there would be 
no prameya or object left. Again, if affirmation is regarded as being 
of the nature of awareness, then even memory-knowledge has to be 
regarded as valid, since it is of the nature of awareness. Further, 
if affirmation of validity be of the nature of power, then such power, 
being non-sensible, has to be manifested by some other means of 
knowledge. If, again, validity is supposed to be produced by the 
causes of knowledge, then the dictum of the self-manifestation of 
validity would have to be given up. Uncontradicted behaviour ako 
cannot be regarded as a definition of validity, for in that case even 
memory has to be regarded as valid by itself. It cannot also be de- 
fined as merely knowledge as such, for knowledge, not being able 
to turn back on itself to apprehend its own validity, would have to 
depend on something else, and that would imply the affirmation of 
validity through extraneous reference {paratah-pramanya). Again 
in those cases where the cause of error is known, the cognition, 
though known as erroneous, irresistibly manifests itself to us (e.g. 
the movement of the sun). The assumption that all knowledge is 
associated with its validity is inapplicable to such cases. If, again, 
it is held that, whenever a later cognition rejects the former, we 
have a clear case as to how the invalidity of the previous cognition is 
demolished by the valid knowledge of a later moment; it may be 
urged that, when the generic knowledge of an object is replaced by 
a cognition of details, we have^ a case when one cognition replaces 
another, though it does not involve any criticism of the former 
knowledge. 

In the Bhatta view, where it is supposed that when the object 
attains its specific cognized character its knowledge as an internal 
operation is inferred, both validity and invalidity ought to depend 
upon the objects. If, however, it is urged that the notion of validity 
shows itself in the faultless character of the instruments and condi- 
tion of cognition, that would also imply the notion of validity as of 
extraneous origin. In the Pr^bh^kara view, where knowledge is 
supposed to reveal the knower, the object and knowledge in one 
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sweep, we have a much better case in so far that here knowledge has 
not to depend on anything extraneous. In this case self-invalidity 
may apply only to memory which has to- depend on previous per- 
ception. To this the Nyaya objection is that since memory is also 
knowledge, and since all knowledge is self-revealing, the Prab- 
hakaras ought consistently to admit the self-validity of memory. 

Meghanadari holds that all these objections against the self- 
validity of knowledge are invalid ; for if the knowledge of the validity 
of any cognition has to depend on other ptamdnas, then there is an 
infinite regress. If, however, an attempt is made to avoid the regress 
by admitting the self-validity of any hxtr pramdim^ then it virtually 
amounts to the admission of self-validity (anavasthd-parihdrdya 
kasyacit svatastvd-ngikdre ca na paratah-prdmdnyam). It may be 
urged that we are not necessarily prompted to action by a con- 
sciousness of validity, but through the probability of the same which 
is sought to be tested (ajndtataydjndtatayai*va) by our efforts in the 
direction of the object. But in such a supposition there is no mean- 
ing in the attempt of our opponents in favour of the doctrine of the 
validity of cognition through extraneous means {paratah-prdmdnya)^ 
for such a supposition is based on the view that our efforts are pro- 
duced without a previous determination of the validity of cognition. 
When we see that a person, having perceived an object, makes an 
effort towards it, our natural conclusion is that he has, as the basis 
of the effon, a knowledge of the validity of his perception, for with- 
out it there can be no effort. It is hopeless to contend that there is 
validity ot cognition in such cases without the knowledge of 
validity, for validity of knowledge always means the consciousness 
of such validity. The fact is that what constitutes a pramdna con- 
stitutes also its validity. It is wrong to think that validity appertains 
to anything else outside the cognition in question. When we see 
fire, its validity as a burning object is grasped with the very notion 
of fire and does not wait for the comprehension of any super- 
sensible power or burning capacity of fire. The comprehension of 
fire as a burning object involves the knowledge of its association 
with its burning capacity. The knowledge of the burning capacity by 
itself cannot induce any action on our part, for we are always led 
to act by the comprehension of objects and not by their capacities. 
It is, therefore, wrong to separate the capacity from the object and 
speak of it as the cause of our effort. So the cognition of a pramdna 
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involves with it its validity. Thus validity cannot be dissociated 
from the cognition of the object^. Further, validity cannot be de- 
fined as uncontradictedness, for if that test is to be applied to every 
knowledge it would lead to infinite regress. If, however, the know- 
ledge of the validity of any cognition has to depend upon the know- 
ledge of the defectlessness or correctness of the means and con- 
ditions of cognition, then, since validity of such knowledge has to 
depend upon another knowledge for the correctness of the means 
and condition, and that upon another, there is obviously an infinite 
regress. Since knowledge normally corresponds to the object, 
ordinarily there should not be any fear of any error arising from the 
defects of the causes and conditions of such knowledge; it is only 
in specific cases that such doubts may arise leading to special in- 
quiries about the correctness or incorrectness of the means and 
conditions of knowledge. If there is an inquiry as to the validity 
of every knowledge, we should be landed in scepticism. Thus, 
validity means the manifestation of any form of content not awaiting 
the confirmation by other means of knowledge {pramand-ntarQ- 
impeksayffrthd^vacchinnattvam\ and such a conviction of validity is 
manifested along with the cognition itself. Memory, however, de- 
pends upon a prior cognition, and as such the conviction of its 
validity depends upon the validity of a prior knowledge, and hence 
it cannot be regarded as self-valid. 

Ramanujacarya, the teacher and maternal uncle of Venkatanatha, 
anticipates the objection that if self-validity of cognition is to be 

^ RSmanujftcSrya, the maternal uncle of Venkatanatha, anticipates an ob- 
jection that perceptual cognition reveals only the content {vastu). The revelation 
of such a content does not also involve the knowing relation which must neces- 
sarily be of a very varied nature, for a knowledge may refer to a content in 
infinitely diverse relation. The revelation of the mere content, therefore, without 
the specific knowing relation, does not involve the judgmental form, though the 
truth of this content may be ascertained at a later moment when it is reduced to 
a judgmental form as I know it.” There is no possibility of the affirmation of 
any validity at the moment of the revelation of the content. In reply to this, 
RarnSnujacjlrya says that the revelation of a content necessarily implies all its 
knowing relations in a general manner; and therefore, by the mode of its revela- 
tion at any particular moment, the mode of its specific knowing relation at any 
particular moment is grasped along with the content. Thus, since the revelation 
of the content implies the specific knowing relation, all cognitions may be re- 
garded as implicitly judgmental, and there cannot be any objection to the self- 
validity of such knowledge. 

If the content and knowledge were regarded as entirely distinct, as they must 
be, and if the knowing relation were not given implicitly along with the content, 
then all knowledge would be contehtless, and as such any future attempt to relate 
them would be impossible. Nydya-^kuliia (MS.). 
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admitted, then no doubt could arise with reference to any cognition^. 
The reply of Ramanujacarya is that all cognitions are associated 
with a general conviction of their self-validity, but that does not 
prevent the rise of doubt in a certain specific direction. Self- 
validity in this view means that all cognitions produce by them- 
selves a general conviction regarding their validity, though it does 
not rule out misapprehension in a specific direction 

The Ontological categories of the Rfimanuja 
School according to Venkatanatha. 

(a) Substance. 

Venkafanatha in his Nydya-siddhanjana and Tattva-mukta-- 
kalapaj tries to give a succinct account of the different categories, 
admitted or presumed, in the philosophy of Ramanuja which the 
latter did not bring prominently to the view of his readers. The 
main division is that of the substance (dravya) and that which is 
non-substance (adravya). Substance is defined as that which has 
states (dasavat) or which suffers change and modification. In ad- 
mitting substance he tries to refute the Buddhist view that there is 
no substance, and all things are but a momentary conglomeration 
of separate entities which come into being and are destroyed the 
next moment. The Vaibhasika Buddhists say that there are four 
ultimate sense-data, viz. colour, taste, touch, and smell, which are 
themselves qualities and are not themselves qualities of anything. 
These can be grasp>ed by our specific senses®. The Vatsiputriya 
school includes sound as a separate sense-data which, can be 
perceived by the ear. Against this Venkata urges that in all percep- 
tion we have a notion that we touch what we see; such a perception 
cannot be false, for such a feeling is both invariable and uncontra- 
dicted in experience {svdrasika^bddhd’‘dfster ananyatha-siddhesca). 
Such a perception implies recognition (pratyabhvjna) involving the 
notion that it is a permanent entity in the objective field which is 
perceived by a constant and unchangeable perceiver, and that the 
two sense-qualitijs refer to one and the same object. This recogni- 
tion does not refer merely to the colour sensation, for the colour 

^ sdmOnyatya svato-grahe^^bhydsa-daio’tpamia-jildne tat-saffiiayo iia sydt. 
Tattva-cintd-nunfi (A.S. B), p. 184. 

* Nydya-kuiiia, p. a? (MS.). 

* €V4i9ii dhuT luubhdfihdh ftifddhdrd niTdfutn n ah d tCQ TUpdtUiyoi catvdrob 
paddrthdh, Tattva-muktd-kaldpa, Sarvdrtha-tiddki, p. 8. 
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sensation does not involve the tactile ; nor does it refer merely to the 
tactile, as that does not involve colour. Perception, therefore, refers 
to an entity to which both the colour and the tactile qualities belong. 
Such a perception of recognition also repudiates the Buddhist view 
of the conglomeration of entities. For such a view naturally raises 
the question as to whether the conglomeration is different from or 
the same as the entities that conglomerate. In the latter case there 
cannot be any recognition of the object as one entity to which both 
the colour and the tactile quality belong. In the former case, whcii 
conglomeration is regarded as extraneous to the conglomerated en- 
tities, such a conglomeration must either be positive or negative. 
In the first alternative it amounts virtually to an admission of sub- 
stances, for the assumption of the existence of merely the complex 
characters is inadmissible, since there cannot be anything like that 
which IS neither a substance, nor quality, nor a qualifying relation. 
In the second alternative, if the conglomeration {sarj^hatCL) is non- 
existent, then it cannot produce the recognition. If conglomeration 
be defined as absence of interval between the perceived qualities, 
then also, since each sense quality has an appeal only to its own 
specific sense-organ, it is impossible that the perception of two 
different sense-qualities by two different organs should point to a 
common entity. Conglomeration cannot also be defined as spatial 
identity, for it must also involve temporal identity in order to give 
the notion of conglomeration. It cannot also be said that time and 
space are identical, for such a view which is true of momentariness, 
will be shown to be false by the refutation of momentariness. Space 
cannot also be of the nature of akdsa, which in the Buddhist view 
means unobstructedness and i^not a positive concept. Space can- 
not also be regarded as material identity with the sense-qualities, 
for the different sense-qualities are regarded as the unique nature 
of different moments^. If it means that the different sensible quali- 
ties have but one material behind them, that amounts to the ad- 
mission of substance*. If the sensible qualities be regarded as a 
conglomeration on account of their existence in the same material 
object, then the material object would have to be described as a 
conglomeration by virtue of the .existence of its elemental entities 

‘ na CO* padana-rupah sparia-^rftpiS^lnihfi bhinna^ivalakfano^pdddnalvd-bhy- 
upagamdt. Tattva-mukld-kaldpaf SaKv&rtha-siddki, p. 9. 

* eko~pdddnatve tu tad eva dravyam. Ibid. 
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in some other entity and that again in some other entity, and thus 
we have a vicious infinite. It cannot also be urged that the tactile 
sensation is inferred from the colour sensation, for such an in- 
ference would involve as its pre-condition the knowledge of the 
concomitance of the colour datum and the tactile, which is not 
possible unless they are knowm to belong to the same object. 
Neither can it be urged that the tactile and the colour-data arc 
mutually associated; this gives rise to the notion that what is seen 
is touched, for the two sensations are known to be different in 
nature and originate through different sense-organs. It cannot also 
be said that our apperception that we touch what we see, being due 
to the operation of our instinctive root-desire {vdsand)^ is false, for 
proceeding on the same analogy and following the Yogdcdra view, 
one may as well deny all external data. If it is said that the sense- 
data are never contradicted in experience and thus that the idealistic 
view is wrong, then it may as well be pointed out that our notion 
that we experience an object to which colour and the tactile sensa- 
tions belong is also never contradicted in experience. If it is urged 
that such an experience cannot be proved to be logically valid, then 
it may be proved with equal force that the existence of external 
sense-data cannot be logically proved. Therefore, our ordinary ex- 
perience that the object as a substance is the repository of various 
sense-qualities cannot be invalidated. The view that all the other 
four elements, excepting air (vdyu), are themselves of diverse nature 
and are hence perceived as coloured, as touchable, etc., and that they 
are capable of being grasped by different senses is also false, as it 
does not necessarily involve the supposition that they are the re- 
pository of different sense-qualities; for experience shows that we 
intuit the fact that the objects are endowed with qualities. No one 
perceives a jug as being merely the colour-datum, but as an object 
having colour. It is also impossible that one neutral datum should 
have two different natures; for one entity cannot have two different 
natures. If it is said that two different qualities can abide in the 
same object, then that amounts to the admission of a substance in 
which different qualities inhere. It is also wrong to suppose that 
since the colour-datum and the tactile are grasped together they are 
identical in nature, for in the case of one error where a white 
conch-shell appears as yellow, the conch-shell is grasped without 
its white character, just as the yellow colour is grasped without its 
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corresponding object. And it cannot be said that a separate yellow 
conch-shell is produced there; for such a view is directly contra- 
dicted in experience when we perceive the yellow colour and assert 
its identity with the conch-shell by touch. So, by the simultaneity 
of perception, coherence of qualities in an object is proved and not 
identity. 

Moreover, even the Buddhists cannot prove that the tactile and 
the colour sensations occur simultaneously. If this were so, the 
testimony of the two different senses naturally points to* the ex- 
istence of two different characters. When an object is near we have 
a distinct perception of it, and when it is at a distance perception is 
indistinct. This distinctness or indistinctness cannot refer merely 
to the sense-character, for then their difference as objects would 
not be perceived. It cannot also refer to the size {parimdna), for the 
notion of size is admitted to be false by the Buddhists. Under the 
circumstances, it is to be admitted that such perceptions should 
refer to the objects. 

The Buddhists are supposed to urge that if qualities are ad- 
mitted to be separate from the substance, then it may be asked 
whether these qualities (dharma) have further qualities themselves 
or are without quality. In the latter alternative, being qualitiless, 
they are incapable of being defined or used in speech. In the 
former alternative, if qualities have further qualities, then the 
second grade qualities would have to be known by further qualities 
adhering to it, and that again by another, and thus we have a 
vicious infinite. Again, qualitiness (dharmatva) would itself be a 
quality. And it cannot be said that qualitiness is the very nature of 
quality, for a thing cannot be explained by having reference to 
itself. If qualitiness is sometlung different from the quality, then 
such a concept would lead us in infinite regress. To this Venkata’s 
reply is that all qualities are not qualitiless. In some cases quality 
appears as itself qualified, as testified by experience. In those cases 
where a quality is not demonstrable with particularizing specifica- 
tion, such as “this quality is so and so” {ittham-bhdva), it does not 
depend for its comprehension on any other quality. Such qualities 
may be illustrated in the case of all abstract qualities and universals, 
and the opposite may be illustrated in the case of adjectival qualities 
such as the word “white” in.the case of “white horse.” There may 
be further specification regarding the nature of whiteness in the 
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white horse, whereas when the word “whiteness” stands by itself 
any inquiry regarding its further specification becomes inadmis- 
sible. Logically, however, there may be a demand of further speci- 
fication in both the cases and the fear of an infinite regress, but it is 
not felt in experience^. Moreover, one might imagine a vicious 
infinite in the necessity of having an awareness of an awareness, and 
then another and so on, but still this is only hyper-logical; for the 
awareness, in manifesting itself, manifests all that needs be known 
about it, and there is actually nothing gained by continuing the 
series. Thus a quality may be supposed to have further qualities, 
but whatever could be manifested by these may be regarded as 
revealed by the quality itself^. Again the assertion that if qualities 
are themselves without quality then they are unspeakable would 
involve the Buddhists themselves in a great difficulty when they 
described the nature of all things as unique; for obviously such a 
uniqueness (svalaksanya) is without quality, and if that which has 
no quality cannot be described, then its specification as unique or 
svalakfona is impossible^. 

It may be urged that a quality may belong to that which has no 
quality or to that which has it. The former alternative would imply 
the existence of an entity in its negation which is impossible; for 
then everything could exist everywhere, and even the chimerical 
entities, which are not regarded as existing anywhere, would be re- 
garded as existing. In the other alternative a quality would exist in 
a quality, which is an absurd conception, being only a circular 
reasoning {dtm^raya). The reply of Veiikata to this is that he does, 
not hold that the quality belongs to the locus of its negation or to 
that which has it already, but he holds that a qualified entity pos- 
sesses the quality not as a qualified entity but as taken apart from 
it^. It cannot be urged that this virtually implies the old objection 
of the existence of a quality in the locus of its negation. To this 
Vehkau’s reply is that the special feature of a qualified entity does 

* uddhrUfu niyatd-niyata-niskarfaka-sahUe^u jdti-gunddeh pradhdnatayd 
nirdeie'pi santi kecit yathd-pramdtiam ittham-bhdvdfi tvayd'pi hetu-sddhyd-di- 
dharmdf^ pakfa-dharmatvd-di-dharmdh svikdryd anavasthd ca kathancid 
upaiamardyd. Tattva^muktd-kaldpa, Sarr artha-siddhif p. i6. 

* stdkrtaHca samvedana^samvedane sahda~iabdddau $va~pcra^nirvdhak 4 itv<ini. 
Ibid. ' 

* kidca sva^lakfond-dtndm jdtyd-dlndnca samvj^ti-'siddhdndin nirdharmakatve'pi 
kathaHcid abhildpdrhatvaffi tvaydpi grdhyam. Ibid. 

* vastutas* tad-visifte vilefye tad vihfpa-vrty-abhdve tac-chOnye vrtti sydd eva. 
Ibid. p. 17. 
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not belong to any of its constituents, and qualities of any of the 
constituents may not belong to the constituted entity^. If by the 
hyper-logical method the manner of the subsistence of a quality in 
a qualified entity is criticized, then it might lead to the view that the 
conception of qualified entity is without any sufficient ground, or 
self-contradictory, or that such a conception is itself inadmissible. 
All such views are meaningless, for the wildest criticism of op- 
ponents would involve the very notion of qualified entity in the use of 
their logical apparatus. So it has to be admitted that qualities adhere 
in qualified entities and that such an adherence does not involve in- 
finite regress. 

{b) Criticism of the Samkhya Inference for Establishing 
the Existence of Prakrti. 

Venkatanatha admits the doctrine of prakrti as the theory of 
materiality, but he thinks that such a doctrine can be accepted only 
on the testimony of scriptures and not on inference. He therefore 
criticizes the Samkhya inference as follows. Neither prakrti nor 
any of its evolutes such as mahat, ahamkdray tanmdtraSy etc., can be 
known through perception. Neither nor any of its evolutes 

can also be known by inference. The Samkhyists hold that the effect 
has the sarrle qualities as the cause. The world of effects, as we find 
it, is pleasurable, painful or dulling {mohdtmaka); so its cause also 
must have, as its nature, pleasure, pain and a feeling of dullness. 
To this the question naturally arises regarding the relation of the 
causal qualities with the effects. They cannot be identical — the 
whiteness of the cloth is not identical with the thread of which it is 
made; the effect as a substance is not identical with causal qualities, 
for the white and the clotl^are not identical. Further it cannot be 
said that the identity of the cause and the effect means merely that 
the effect is subordinate to the cause, as when one says that the 
effect, cloth, exists only in the samavdya relation in the cause and 
in no other form {adrster eva tantu-samavetatvdt pafasya tantu- 
gunatvoktih), for the obvious reply is that the Samkhya itself does 
not admit the samavdya relation or any ultimate distinction between 
the whole and the part. If it is said that all that is intended is that 
the effect exists in the cause, then it may be pointed out that merely 
by such an affirmation nothing is gained ; for that would not explain 

^ na ca ghafavati hhutale vartamdndndijt guifddlndTii ghate\oi vftter 
Tattva-muktd-kaldpa^ SarvdrtHa-siddhi^ p. i8. 
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why the causal matter (prakrti) should have the nature or qualities 
as the effect substance {na kdrana-vasthasya sukha-duhkhd^dyd-tma’- 
katva-siddhih). If it is held that the effect shares the qualities of the 
cause, then also it is against the normal supposition that the effect 
qualities are generated by the cause qualities; and, moreover, such 
a supposition would imply that the effect should have no other 
quality than those of the cause. It cannot also be said that the effect 
is of the same nature as the cause {sajdtiya-gunavattvam), for the 
Samkhyists admit the mahat to be a different category existent in 
the prakrti as its cause {vilaksaim-mahatva-dy-adhikaranatvad). If it 
is held that the effect must have only qualities similar to the cause, 
then they may be admitted with impunity; if the effect has all its 
qualities the same as those of the cause, then there will be no dif- 
ference between the effect and the cause. If, again, it is held that 
only certain specific traits which are not inappropriate in the cause 
can be supposed to migrate to the effect, and that the relation of the 
transmission of qualities from cause to the effect can thus be limited 
by a specific observation of the nature of the essential trait of the 
cause, then such cases in which living flies are produced from inani- 
mate cow-dung would be inexplicable as cases of cause and effect^. 

The Samkhyists are supposed to argue that if pure intelligence 
were supposed naturally to tend to worldly objects, then there 
would be no chance of its attaining liberation. Its association, 
therefore, must needs be supposed through the intermediary of 
some other category. This cannot be the senses, for even without 
them the mind alone may continue to imagine worldly objects. 
Even when the mind is inactive in sleep, one may dream of various 
objects. And this may lead to the assumption of the category of 
ego or ahamkdra] and in dreamless sleep, when the operation of 
this category of ahamkdra may be regarded as suspended, there is 
still the functioning of breathing, which leads to the assumption of 
another category, viz. manas. But as this has a limited operation, 
it presupposes some other cause ; if that cause is also regarded as 
limited, then there would be an infinite regress. The Samkhyists, 
therefore, rest with the assumption that the cause of mahat is 
unlimited, and this is prakrti or avyakta. The reply of Venkata 

* mri'-suvar^^divat-kdfya-~visefa-vy(tvasthdpaka’’kara^ -svabhava sSjdtya - 
vivtikfdydtfi gomaya-makfikd’’dy-drabdha-‘Vricikd-‘difu vyabhiedrdt, Tattva-muktd^ 
kaldpa^ Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 22. 
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to this is that the association of pure intelligence with worldly ob- 
jects is through the instrumentality of karma. It is also not possible 
to infer the existence of Manas as a separate category through the 
possibility of the thinking operation, for this may well be explained 
by the functioning of the subconscious root-impressions; for even 
the assumption of mind would not explain the thinking operation, 
since manas, by itself, cannot be regarded as capable of producing 
thought. Manas, being merely an instrument, cannot be regarded 
as playing the role of a substance of which thought may be re- 
garded as a modification. In the state of dream also it is not neces- 
sary to assume the existence of a separate category of ahamkdra to 
explain dream experiences, for this may well be done by mind 
working in association with subconscious root-impression. The 
breathing operation in deep, dreamless sleep may also be explained 
by ordinary bio-motor functions, and for this there is no necessity 
for the assumption of mahat. 

It is also wrong to suppose that the cause must be of a more 
unlimited extent than the effect, for it is not testified in ordinary 
experience, in w'hich a big jug is often found to be made out of a 
lump of clay of a smaller size. It is also wrong to suppose that 
whatever is found to abide in an effect must also be found in its 
cause {na hiyadyena'nugatam tat tasya kdranam iti niyamah), for the 
various qualities that are found in a cov" are never regarded as its 
cause. Following the same assumption, one would expect to find 
a separate cause of which the common characteristics of the prakrti 
and its evolutes are the effects, and this would involve the admission 
of another cause of the prakrti itself {vyakta-vyakta-sadharana- 
dharmdndm tad-ubhaya-karana-prasangat tathd ca tattva-dhikya-- 
prasaAgah). Thus, the argument that an effect must have as its cause 
qualitative entities that inhere in it is false. The earthiness (mrttva) 
which inheres in the jug is not its cause, and the earthy substance 
{mrd-dravya) which shows itself in its unmodified form or its modi- 
fied form as jug cannot be said to be inherent in the jug. Again the 
argument that things which are related as cause and effect have the 
same form is also false ; for if this sameness means identity, then no 
distinction can be made between cause and effect. If this sameness 
means the existence of some siniilar qualities, then there may be 
such similarity with other things (which are not ckuse and effect) 
as well. Again applying the same analogy to the Samkhya doctrine 
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of pumsas (which are admitted to have the common characteristic 
of intelligence), the Sarnkhyists may well be asked to hold a new 
category as the cause of the purusas. Further, two jugs which are 
similar in their character are not for that reason produced from the 
same lump of clay; and, on the other hand, we have the illustration 4 
of production of effects from an entirely different cause, as in the 
case of production of insects from cow-dung. Thus, from our ex- 
periences of pleasure, pain, and dullness it does not follow that 
there is a common cause of the nature of pleasure, pain, and dull- 
ness, for these experiences can in each specific instance be explained 
by a specific cause, and there is no necessity to admit a separate 
common cause of the nature of three gunas. If for the explanation 
of the ordinary pleasurable and painful experiences a separate 
pleasurc-and-pain complex be admitted as the cause, then there 
may be further inquiry regarding this pleasure-*and-pain complex 
and this will lead to infinite regress. Again if the three gunas are 
regarded as the cause of the world, then that would not lead to the 
affirmation that the world is produced out of one cause ; for though 
the three gunas may be in a state of equilibrium, they may still be 
regarded as having their special contribution in generating the 
varied types of effects. Thus, the triguna or the prakrti of the 
Samkhya can never be proved by inference. 'The only mode of 
approach to the doctrine of prakrti is through the scriptures. The 
three gunas rest in the prakrti^ and in accordance with the gradual 
prominence of sattva^ rajasy and tamas, three kinds of mahat are 
produced. From these three types of mahat three kinds of aharn- 
kdras are produced. Out of the first type (i.e. sdttvika aharnkard) 
the eleven senses are produced. Out of the last type (viz. the 
idmasa aharnkard) the tanmdtras (also called the bhutadi) are pro- 
duced. The second type of aharnkdra (called rdjasa aharnkard) be- 
haves as an accessory for the production of both the eleven senses 
and the bhutadi. There are some who say that the conative senses 
are produced by rdjasa aharnkdra, i’his cannot be accepted, as it 
is against the scriptural testimony. 'I'he tanmdtras represent the 
subtle stage of evolution between the tdmasa aharnkdra and the 
gross elemental stage of the bhutas^. The sabda^tan'^matra (sound- 

^ bhutan&m avyavahiia-sQkfmd^vasthd^vihftafn dravyatfi tanmdtram dadhi- 
TQpena parinamarndnasya payaso madhyama^vasthavad bhuta-rupena parinama- 
mdnasya dravyasya latafyputvd kdcidavasthd tawndtrd. Nydyusiddhdnjanatp, 25 * 
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potential) is produced from bhutadi^ and from it the gross elemental 
sound is produced. Again the rupa-tanmdtra (light-heat-potential) 
is produced from the hhutadi or the tamasa ahamkaray and from the 
rupa-tanmdtra (light-heat-potential) gross light-heat is produced, 
and so on. Lokacarya, however, says that there is another view of the 
genesis of the tanmdtra and the bhuta which has also the support 
of the scriptures and cannot therefore be ignored. This is as fol- 
lows: sabda-tanmatra is produced from the bhutadi and the akdia is 
produced from the sabda-tanmdtra (^ound-potential); the dkdsa 
again produces the sparsa-tanmdtra (the touch-potential) and air is 
produced from the touch-potential. Again from air heat-light-poten- 
tial {rupa-tanmdtra) is produced and from heat-light-potential tejas 
(heat-light) is produced ; from tejcis^ rasa-tanmatra (taste-potential) 
is produced, and from it water. From water again the gandha-tan- 
Mdtra (smell-potential) is produced, and from it the earth^. 

The view is explained by Varavara on the supposition that just 
as a seed can produce shoots only when it is covered by husks, so 
the tanmdtras can be supposed to be able to produce further evolutes 
only when they can operate from within the envelope of the bhutddP. 

The process of evolution according to the said interpretation is 
as follows. Sabda-tanmdtra is produced from bhutddi which then en- 
velops it, and then in such an enveloped state dkdsa is produced. Then 
from such a sabda-tanmdtra, sparia-tan-mdtra is produced which 

^ This view seems to be held in the Vifnu-purana^ i. 3. 66, etc. where it is 
distinctly said that the element of akdia produces sparia-tanmdtra (touch- 
potential). Varavara, however, in his commentary on the Tattvatraya of 
Lok&carya, wishes to point out that according to ParSiara’s commentary this has 
been explained as being the production of tanmdtras from tanmdtras, though it 
clearly contradicts the manifest expressions of the Vif^u-purdna when it states 
that tanmdtras are produced from the bhUtddi, He further points out that in the 
Mah&bhSrata (Sdntiparva Mokfodharma, Ch. xxx) the vikdras or pure modifica- 
tions are described as sixteen and the causes (prakrti) as eight. But in this 
counting the sixteen vikdras (eleven senses afld the five categories — sahda, etc.), 
the distinction between the five tanmdtras and the five elements has not been 
observed on account of there not being any essential difference, the grosser 
stages being only modified states of the subtler ones (tanmdtrdndm bhUUbhyah 
svampa-bhedd-bhdvdt avasthd^bheda^mdtrattvdt). According to this interpreta- 
tion the eight Prakftis mean the prakfti, the mahat, the ahatfikdra and five 
categories of dkdsa, etc., in their gross forms. The five categories included under 
the sixteen vikdras are the tanmdtras which are regarded as modifications of the 
elemental states of the bhutas, 

* yathd tvak~iiinya~vfjasyd*ndnira-iaktir ndsti, 

tathd*varasfa~iUnyasyo*ttara~kdfya^iaktn ndstiti bhdndt 
kdrana-gurusrp vino*ttaro-ttara^g%stfa-‘viief€su , . . . 
sva-viiefasyo'kta^gurid-tiiayd^nupapatUh, 

Varavara’a bhdiya on Tattvatraya, p. 58 
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envelops the iabda-tanmatra. The sparia^tanmatra, as enveloped by 
the iabda-tanmatra^ produces the vayu through the accessory help 
of dkdia. Then from this sparia^tanmdtra the rupa-tanmdtra is pro- 
duced. The rupa-tanmdtra in its turn envelops the sparsa-tanmdtra 
and then from the rupa^tanmdtra^ as enveloped by the sparia- 
tanrndtray tejas is produced through the accessory help of vdyu. Again 
the rasa-tanmdtra is produced from the rupa-tanmdtra^ which again 
envelops the rasa-tanmdtra. From the rasa-tanmdtra enveloped by 
the rupa-tanmatra water is produced through the accessory help 
of tejas. From the rasa-tamndtra the gandha-tanmdtra is produced 
which again, enveloped by rasa-^tanmdtraf produces earth through 
the accessory help of water^. 

Vara vara points out that in the Tattva^nirupaim another genesis 
of creation is given which is as follows. Sahda-tan^mdtra is produced 
from bhutadi and as a gross state of it dkdia is produced. The 
bhutddi envelops the sabda-tanmdtra and the dkdsa. From the 
transforming sabda-tan-matra, through the accessory of the gross 
dkdia as enveloped by bhutadi^ the sparia-tanmdtra is produced and 
from such a sparia-tanmdtra vdyu is produced. The iabda-tan-matra 
then envelops both the sparia-^tanmatra and the vdyuy and from the 
transforming sparsa^-tanmatra, through the accessory of vdyu as 
enveloped by iabda-tanmdtra, the rupa-tanmdtra is produced. 
From the rupa~tanmdtra, similarly, tejas is produced, and so on. 
In this view, in the production of the sparsa and other tanmdtras 
the accessory help* of the previous bhutas is found necessary. 

As Vehkatanatha accepts the view that the gross bhuta of dkdia 
acts as accessory to the production of the later bhutaSy he criticizes 
the Samkhya view that the gross bhutas are produced from the 
synthesis of tanmdtras^. The Samkhyists, again, think that the 
evolution of the different categories from prakrti is due to an in- 
herent teleology and not to the operation of any separate agent. 
Venkata, however, as a true follower of Ramanuja, repudiates it and 
asserts that .the evolving operation of the prakrti can only proceed 
through the dynamic operation of God Himself. 

^ Varavara*s bhdfya on Tattvatraya, p. 59. 

* sdntkhydstu panchd'pi tanmdtrdni sdk^dMdmasd-hamkdro-tpanndni tatra 
iabda-tanmatram dkdsd-rambhakam itardni tu tanmdtrdni parva-pUrva-tanmdtra* 
sahakrtdny uttaro^ttara-hhiitd-rambhakdnfty dhuh tad asat. dkdsdd vdyur ity^ddy^ 
ananyatha-siddho-pdddnakrama-visefd-bhidhdna-dariandt. Nydya-siddhdHjanay 
pp. 25-26. 
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(c) Refutation of the Atomic Theory of Nyayd in 
relation to Whole and Part. 

In refuting the Nydya view that the parts attach themselves to 
each other and thereby produce the whole, and ultimately the part- 
less atoms combine together to form a molecule, Venkata intro- 
duces the following arguments. So far as the association of the 
wholes through their parts (beginning from the molecules) through 
the association of the parts are concerned, Venkata has nothing to 
object. His objection is against the possibility of an atomic contract 
for the formation of molecules. If the atoms combine together 
through their parts, then these parts may be conceived to have 
further parts, and thus there would be infinite regress. If these 
parts are regarded as not different from the whole, then the dif- 
ferent atoms could well be regarded as occupying the same atomic 
space, and thus they would not produce a conglomeration bigger 
in size than the constituent atoms. Further, it is not possible to 
imagine that there should be wholes without the parts also being 
present. Proceeding in this way, if the atomic combination cannot 
account for the origin of bigger measures, the possibility of objects 
of different magnitude through conglomeration (e.g. a hill or a 
mustard seed) would be inexplicable. If it is said that parts refer 
to the different sides of an atom, then also it might be urged that a 
partless atom cannot have sides. 

It is held that knowledge, though one, can refer to many, 
though it is partless. It may also be urged in this connection that 
if it refers to all objects in their entirety, then the constituent en- 
tities would not be referred to separately, and it cannot also refer 
to the objects separately in parts, for then intelligence itself would 
not be partless. The Naiyayika may also, on this analogy, urge that 
any solution that the idealist may find* to his difficulty also applies 
to the atomic theory. To this the obvious answer of the idealist is 
that in the case of intelligence, experience testifies that though one 
and partless it can refer to many, and the Naiyayikas have no such 
advantage to show in their favour, for the Naiyayikas do not admit 
that in any case wholes may combine except through their parts. 
The objection cannot be laid against the Buddhist theory of con- 
glomeration (sanghdta)y for there such conglomeration is not due to 
contact. The Naiyayikas may be supposed to raise an objection re- 
garding the association of all-pervasjve entities {vibhu) with finite 
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objects; such an association has to be admitted, for otherwise the 
association of the self or the dkdia with objects cannot be explained; 
it is not also possible to hold that all pervasive entities have parts. 
So ultimately it has to be admitted that the partless all-pervasive 
entities have contact with finite objects, and if their procedure is 
accepted, then the same might explain the contact of partless 
atoms. To this Venkata’s reply is that the illustration of the contact 
of all-pervasive entities with finite objects might well be thrown in 
our face, if we had attempted to refute the view that wholes had no 
specific qualities; but our main object is to show the inconsistency 
to which the Naiyayikas are exposed when they apply their theory 
that all combinations of wholes must be through parts to the com- 
bination of the supposed partless atoms. As a matter of fact, the 
error lies in the assumption that the atoms are partless. If it is 
supposed that division of particles must ultimately take us to part- 
less atoms, the obvious reply is that from the division of parts we 
could not go to the partless, the better way being the acceptance 
of the smallest visible particles called the trasarenu. If it is urged 
that if trasarenu is the atom, then it must be invisible, the obvious 
reply is that there is no such general concomitance between atomic 
nature and invisibility. The better course, therefore, is to accept 
the trasarenu as ultimate particles of matter. There is, therefore, 
no necessity to admit dvyanuka also. 

Venkatanatha further objects to the Nyaya doctrine of the for- 
mation of wholes (avayavt) from parts [avayava) and points out 
that if this is to be admitted, then the weight of an object must be 
due to the weight of the atoms; but the Naiyayikas hold that the 
atoms have no w eight. The proper view therefore is that the effect, 
or the so-called whole, is to be regarded as being only a modified 
condition of the parts. The causal operation in such a view is justi- 
fied in producing the change in the condition of the causal object 
and not in producing a new object in the effect or the whole as 
is supposed by the Naiyayikas. Again in the consideration of the 
production of the wholes from parts, when the thread is regarded 
as the cause of the production of the whole, the cloth, it may be 
observed that in the process of the production we find various 
accretions through the gradual addition of one thread after another. 
In each such addition we have separate wholes, since the process 
may easily be stopped anywhere; and in such a view we have the 
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addition of a part to a whole for the production of another whole. 
This is obviously against the Nyaya view, which would not lend 
any support to the doctrine that the addition of parts to wholes 
would produce other wholes. The Naiyayikas urge that if a whole 
as a different entity from the parts be not admitted, and if a whole 
be regarded as nothing more than a collection of atoms, then, the 
atoms being invisible, the wholes would be invisible. The produc- 
tion of gross wholes not being admitted, the supposed explanation 
that there is an illusion of grossness in the atoms would also be in- 
admissible^ The question now is what is meant by grossness. If 
it means a new measure, then it is quite admissible in the Ramanuja 
view in which the production of separate wholes is not admitted ; 
for just as the atomists would think of the production of the new 
wholes from atoms, so the Ramanujist may also agree to the pro- 
duction of a new measure (parirndna). If the Naiyayikas object to 
this and urge that the production of a new measure from the atomic 
is inadmissible, then they may as well be asked how they would 
also account for the notion of plurality in a collection of separate 
entities, each of which may be regarded as one in itself. If it is 
said that the conception of number as plurality proceeds from a 
mental oscillation incorporating the diversity, then it may also be 
argued that from the absence of any such oscillation there may be 
a failure in noting the separateness which may give rise to a notion 
of gross measure. Moreover, there is nothing incongruous in the 
fact that if individuals are not visible the collection may be visible. 
If the grossness is supposed to mean the occupation of more spatial 
units than the individual entities, then also it is not inadmissible; 
for in a collection of small particles they are cognized as occupying 
different spatial units. If it is urged that since no separate wholes 
are admitted to be produced the grqgs dimension cannot be per- 
ceptible, the obvious reply is that the perception of grossness has 
no connection with the perception of wholes. Even before the 
dyad is produced the combining atoms have to be admitted as 
occupying more space in their totality than in their individual 
capacity; for otherwise they in their totality could not produce a 
bigger dimension. Thus, there is no reason for admitting the pro- 
duction of wholes separate from the parts. Under the same specific 

^ sthQla-dravyd-hh&ve cd'^u^tamhatau sth 1 llalvd*dhydso na siddhyet. Sarvdr- 
tha-siddhif p. 46. 
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kind of combination of threads in which the Naiyayikas think that 
a cloth could be produced, the Ramanujists think that the threads 
under the selfsame condition are the cloth and there is no separate 
production of cloth^. But it should not be thought that any slight 
change in the condition of an object would mean that thereby there 
is a new object so long as the object remains sufficiently unchanged 
to be recognized as the same for all practical purposes. The causal 
operation, according to the Ramanujists, only brings about new 
changes of conditions and states in the already existent causal sub- 
stance. This is thus different from the Samkhya theory of sat-karya^ 
vada^ according to which the effect is already existent in the cause 
even before the causal operation is set in motion. Venkata, there- 
fore, criticizes the Samkhya theory of sat-karya-vada, 

(d) Criticism of the Samkhya Theory of SaUkdrya-vdda, 

The Samkhya is wrong in supposing that the effect (e.g. the 
jug) was pre-existent in its cause (e.g. earth), for had it been so the 
causal operation would have been fruitless. The Samkhya may, 
however, say that the causal operation serves to manifest what was 
potentially existing in the cause; the function of causal operation 
is thus manifestation and not production. This, however, is wrong, 
for manifestation (zyahga) and production (kdrya) are two different 
words having two different concepts. Manifestation can occur 
only in the operation of a manifesting agent with the help of its 
accessories in making an object manifested with regard to a par- 
ticular sense-organ in a particular place where the manifesting 
agent exists-. It would first be proved that the pre-existent effect 
is manifested and not produced; only then would it have been 
worth while to inquire into the conditions of the causal operation 
to see whether it satisfied the necessary conditions of a manifesting 
agent. But the Samkhya can hardly succeed in showing that it is so. 
The Samkhyist says that the effect is pre-existent before the causal 

* yadi samsr^tas tontava era patas tatas tantu-rdsimdtre'pi pata-dhlh sydd tty 
dha samsatgdder iti, na hi tvayd'pi tantu-savnsarga-mdtram patasyd*samavdyt~ 
kdranam isyate tathd sati kuvindd-di-vydpara-nairapek^ya-prasadgdt ato yadrsdt 
samsarga-visesad avayavl tavo' tpadyate tadrsa-samsarga-visiffas tantavati papa 
iti kud*tiprasangah. Sarvdrtha^siddhi, p. 48. 

* kdrya-vyahgya-sabdau ca tyavasthita-vifayau lake dr^tau kdraka^-vyahjcJta-- 
hhedai ca kdrakam samagram apy ekam utpddayati vyanjakantu sahakdri-sam^ 
pannam samane-ndriya-grahydni samdna-desa-sthdni tddridni sarvdriyapi vyan^ 
akti, Ihid. pp. 55-56. 
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operation; but the causal operation is itself an effect, and if their 
previous assertion is correct then it was non-existent when the 
effect was non-manifested. If the causal operation was also ex- 
istent at the time of the existence of the cause, then the effect would 
also have been present in the cause in a manifested state. The 
Samkhya says that what is non-existent cannot be produced, and 
this implies that a thing is existent because it can be produced, 
which is, on the face of it, self-contradictory. The theory that the 
effect is pre-existing in the cause could have been admitted as a last 
resort if there were no other theory available, but the ordinary 
notion of causality as invariable and immediate antecedent is quite 
sufficient to explain the phenomenon of production. Therefore, 
there is no necfessity for such a chimerical theory. Again instead of 
holding that the effect is nothing more than the potential power in 
the cause, it is much better to say that the cause has such power by 
which it can produce the effect under certain conditions^. Again 
it may be thought about the instrumental and other accessory 
agents that if they lead to the generation of effort, as indeed they do, 
they should also be accepted as subtle potential states of the effect. 
But this is not admitted by the Satnkhyist, for according to him it 
is only the material cause which is regarded as the potential effect. 
Othen^^ise even the purusa, which, teleologically, is to be regarded 
as the instrumental cause of the world phenomenon, has to be re- 
garded as a part of prakrti. Again consider the destructive agents. 
Are the destructible effects already present in the destructible 
agent? It cannot be so, for they are entirely opposed to each other. 
If it were not so, it could not destroy it '^. If it were not so and yet 
if it would be destroyed by the destructive agent, then everything 
could be destroyed by everything. 

Turning to the function of the material cause, it may be pointed 
out that it cannot be defined as that from which an effect is pro- 
duced (tajjanyatva); for then even an instrumental cause would be 
included in the material cause. Nor can it be regarded as a modi- 
fication {iadvikaratva), for then the effect would be only the quality 
of the cause, and there would be no difference between the cause 

^ yathd sarrjefu dravyefu tild eva taila-garhhdh st^a^kdrana^iaktyd srjyante 
tathd tat-tat-kdrya-myata-pUrfja-bhdvitayd tat-lad-utpddaka-svabhdvas te te 
hhdvds tathaVve'ti svikdryam. Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 59. 

* ndiakepi ca ndiya-‘Vrttir <uti na vd. asti cet bahnau ttUavad virodhah na cet 
hathatp tadwa tasya ndiakam. Ibid. p. 60. 
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and the effect. But we see that the cloth is different from threads^. 
If the effect is regarded as identical with the cause on the ground 
that though there cannot be any contact between the effect and the 
cause yet the former is never outside the latter, the obvious reply is 
that in the view that the effect is not a substance there need not be 
any contact, and if it is a property of the cause it is never beside it^. 
On the view that the effect is a manifestation, it may be asked 
whether such a manifestation is eternal or itself an effect. In the 
former case no causal operation is necessary for the manifestation. 
In the latter case, if the manifestation be regarded as a separate 
effect, then it virtually amounts to a partial sacrifice of saUkdrya-vada. 
If for the manifestation of a manifestation causa! operation is 
necessary, then that will lead to a vicious infinite. Moreover, if 
manifestation is itself regarded as an effect, then since it did not 
exist before, its coming into being would involve the sacrifice of 
sat-karya-vada. 

It may be urged that the production of an effect is not of the 
nature of the effect itself, for one always speaks of an effect as being 
produced. Thus the effect is different from production. If this is 
admitted, then what is the difficulty in accepting the view that the 
effect may be manifested ? If the word production be considered more 
logical, then with regard to it also there may be the same question, 
w^hether a production is produced or manifested, and in the former 
case there w^ould be infinite regress, and in the latter no necessity 
for the causal operation. With regard to the manifestation also 
there would be the same difficulty as to whether it is produced or 
manifested, and in both cases there would be vicious infinite. The 
reply to this is that production means the operation of the causal 
agents, and if this operation be again admitted to be produced by 
the operation of its own causal constituent, and that by another, 
there is no doubt an infinite regress, but it is not vicious and is ad- 
mitted by all. When there is a movement of a specific nature in the 
thread, we say a cloth is produced, or rather at the very first 
moment of such a movement involving the cloth-state of the thread 

' tad-dharmatva’-hetu~kta~dofdd eva ubhayatra patd~vasthd tantvd^tmd na 
hhavati tantubhyo bkinnatvdt ghatavad iti prati-prayogasya iakyatvdcca. Sar- 
vdrtha-siddhit p. 6o. 

* tdddtmya-virahe*pi anyatarasyd'dravyaivdt sarpyogd-hhdvah tad-dharma’- 
svabhavatvad eva aprdpti-parihdrdt iti anyathd^siddhasya asddhakatvdt. Ibid, 
p. 61. 
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we say that a cloth is produced^. It is for this reason that we can 
speak of an effect as being produced. Such a production has no 
further production. 

(e) Refutation of the Buddhist Doctrine of Momentariness, 

The Buddhists hold that the theory of causal efficiency proves 
that whatever is existent must be momentary ; for the same efficiency 
cannot be produced again and again. So, in accordance with each 
efficiency or the production of effects, a separate entity has to be 
admitted. Since the efficiency at two different moments cannot b'e 
identical, the entities producing them also cannot be identical. 
Since the different characters that are supposed to belong to the 
same object represent different efficiencies, their aitribution to the 
same object is also erroneous. Therefore, there are as many different 
entities as there are different character points in a particular mo- 
ment {yo yo viruddha-dharma-dhyasavan sa sa ndnd). To this 
Vehkatanatha’s reply is that things are not associated with diverse 
opposite characters, and that though in certain cases, e.g. the 
flowing river or the flame of a lamp, changing entities may show 
the appearance of an unchanging whole, there are undeniable cases 
of true recognition in all such cases where we perceive that it is the 
same thing which we both see and touch. The fact that in such cases 
subconscious impressions may also be working should not be 
exaggerated to such an extent as to lead us to believe that recogni- 
tion is a mere affair of memory. Recognition is a case where per- 
ception predominates, or at the worst it may be said to be a joint 
complex of memory and perception. The objection that the pre- 
sence of memory falsifies recognition is wrong, for not all memory is 
false. It is also wrong to think that memory is only subjective and 
as such cannot lead us to an objectivift determination ; for memory 
is not only subjective but has also an objective reference involving 
the time character of the objects as past. Again the Buddhists say 
that the association of many characters to an object is wrong, for 
each character-point represents the efficiency of a momentary unit, 
and that, therefore, the association of many characters in recogni- 
tion is false. To this Venkata’s reply is that if each momentary unit 

^ yadd hi tantvd-dayafi vydpriyante tadd papa utpadyate iti vyavaharanti 
ddya--kfand-vacchinna~papatvd-vasthai-va vd papo*tpattir ucyate sai'va tadava- 
sthasyo'tpattir iti bhapyam api tad-^abhiprdyam eva. Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 62. 
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is by itself capable of producing any effect, it ought to do it by its 
own nature, and it ought not to wait for the assistance of other 
accessories. Following the same analogy, even the unique nature 
of any momentary unit would not be the same with any other 
unique nature of any other moment, and thus the idea of identity 
would be impossible and would land us in nihilism. It is, therefore, 
wrong to suppose that there is a separate entity corresponding to 
each and every character unit^. The Buddhists are supposed to 
urge further that the experience of recognition identifies a past 
moment with a present, which is impossible. The reply of Venkata 
is that though it would be absurd to connect a past moment wdth 
the present, there is no incongruity in associating them with an 
entity which has lived through the past and is also persisting in the 
present moment^. It is true that the affirmation of a past time in 
the present is contradictory, but the real mystery of the situation 
is that one time appears as many under diverse conditions (upadhi). 
In such cases the contradiction arises in associating the different 
conditions in each other’s conditioned time unit, but this does not 
imply that the reference to the different conditions and time is 
inadmissible; for had it been so, even the concept of a successive 
senes of moments would be inadmissible, since the notion of suc- 
cessive moments implies a reference of before and after, and hence 
in some way or other it brings together the past, the present and 
the future. If this be not admitted, the very concept of momentari- 
ness would have to be sacrificed®. If it is urged that momentariness 
{ksana-'samhandhitva) means the unique self-identity of any entity, 
then that leads us to no new knowledge. Thus, the mere association 
of the past with the present leads us to no temporal self-contra- 
diction. 

Again the Buddhists are supposed to urge that perception refers 

' viruddhandtfi desa-kald-dya-samahita-virodhatvena sva^-lak^arutsyd^pi vintd- 
dha-iata-kfunnatayd ndndtve tai~hoddndm ca tathd tathd kfode kincid apy ekam 
na siddhyet tad-abhdve ca kuto nai'kam iti mddhyamika-matd-pdtah, Sarvdrtha- 
siddhi, p. 66. 

* kdla-dvayasyd*nyonyasminn-abhdve*pi tad-ubhaya-sambandhini vastuny a~ 
bhdvd-bhdvdt yas tu tasmin vastuny asambaddha kdlah tasya tatra sadbhdvaip. na 
brUmab* Ibid. p. 68. 

* pQrvd-para^kdla-yogo hi viruddhah sveno'pddhina'vacckinnasyaVkasya kdla- 
syd'vantaro-pddhibhir ndndtve*pi tat-tad-upadhlndm eva tat-tad-avdntarakd-^ 
ladvaydnvaya-virodhah anyd-pekfoyd pOrvd-para-kdlayon anyasya viruddhatve 
kfana'kdlasyd*py anyd-pekfayd paurvdparydt taukdla-vartitvam api vashuio 
viruddhyeta. Ibid. 
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only to the present nmoment. It can never lead us to the compre- 
hension of the past. Our notion, therefore, that things existent in 
the past are persistent in the present is an illusion due to the opera- 
tion of the subconscious root-impressions which ignore difference 
between the past and the present, and impose the former on the 
latter, as silver is imposed on conch-shell. The reply of Venkata to 
this is that percepiiun demonstrates only the presence of an object 
in the present moment as against its absence; but it does not on 
that account deny its existence in the past. Just as “this** indicates 
the presence of an object in the present momen , the perceptual 
experience “that is this** demonstrates the persistence of the object 
in the past and in the present^. If it is urged that perception re- 
veals its object as a present entity, then the Buddhist theory of 
perception as indeterminate {nirvikalpa)^ which cannot reveal the 
object as qualified by the temporal character as present, falls to the 
ground. If it is urged that perception reveals the existence of the 
object at the moment of the perceptual revelation, then also it is 
impossible in the Buddhist view, for the momentary object with 
which the sense-organ was in touch has ceased to exist by the time 
knowledge was produced. So, in whichever way the Buddhist may 
take it, he cannot pro\e that perception reveals an object only as 
present; whereas in the Ramanuja view, since the sense-contact, 
the object as associated with it, and the temporal element associated 
with them, are continuous, the mental state is also continuous and 
as such the perception reveals the object as that with which the 
sense was in contact. Even after the cessation of the sense-contact, 
the meni al state, indicating the perception of the object with which 
the sense was in contact, is comprehended'^. 

Again if it is argued that whatever is invariably produced from 
anything must also be produced unconditionally without awaiting 
any causal operation, then it must be said that when leaves and 
flowers grow from a plant they do so unconditionally, which is 
absurd. Moreover, when in a series of momentary entities one 
entity follows another, it must do so without awaiting any cause ; 
then, on the one hand, since each of the preceding entities has no 

^ yathd idam tti iat-kdla-sattd grhyate tathd tad idam iti kala^dvayasattvcm 
apt pratyak^enaVvu grhltam, Sarvartfut-stddhi, p. 69. 

* asman-mate tv indriya^samprayogasya tad-pinffa-vastunas tad-upahita-kdld~ 
miasya ca sthdyitvena dhl-k^andnuvrttau tad^tdfayataya pratyakfo-daydt sam- 
prayogd-nantara-kfane dhlr api nirvartyatf. Ibid. p. 70. 
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special function to fulfil, it is without any causal efficiency and as 
such is non-existent; and, on the other hand, since each succeeding 
entity rises into being without waiting for any cause, it may rise 
into being in the preceding moment as well, and if this is so there 
would be no series at all. Again it is argued that since whatever is 
produced must necessarily be destroyed, destruction as such is un- 
conditioned and takes place without awaiting any cause. Negation 
can be unconditioned only when it is an implication of position 
which as such is never produced but is always associated with any 
and every position (e.g. cow implies the negation of a horse). But 
negations which are produced always depend on certain causes 
which can produce them just as much as any positive entity, as in 
the case of the destruction of a jug by the stroke of a stick. If it is 
argued that the stroke of a stick does not produce any destruction 
but only starts a new series of existence in the form of the particles 
of the jug, then also there are many other illustrations (e.g. the 
blowing out of a flame) in which the explanation of the starting of a 
new series is not available. If it is argued that negation is mere 
nothing and as such does not depend on a cause like chimerical 
entities, e.g. the lotus of the sky, such an explanation would be 
meaningless; for negations or destmctions are conditioned in time 
just as are any positive entities, and as such are different from 
chimerical entities {pratiyogivad eva niyata-kdlatuya pramitasya 
atyanta-'tucchatd-yogdt). If negations be regarded as similar to 
chimerical entities, then the former would be as beginningless as 
the latter, and, if this were so, then there would be no positive en- 
tities, all being beginningless negations. If negation were chimerical, 
then even at the time of negation there could be the positive en - 
tities, for negation being chimerical could not condition anything 
and this would amount to the persistence of all entities and cannot 
be acceptable to momentarists like the Buddhists. If negations 
were devoid only of certain specific characters, then they would be 
like the unique-charactered entities (svalaksand) which are also de- 
void of certain specific characters. If they were devoid of all cha- 
racters {sarva-5vabhdva-vtraha)y then they could have no place in a 
proposition which must affirm some predicate of them. If it is said 
that negation has a character as such, then that being its character 
i t would not be devoid of any character. If such negations were not 
pre-existent, then their coming into being must depend on some 
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causal operation. If they were pre-existent, then there would not 
be any positive entities {prak-sattve tu bhava-pahnavah). 

If it is urged that the effect-moment as destruction is simul- 
taneous with the cause-moment, then the positive entity and its 
destruction would occur at the same moment; and if this were so, 
there is no reason why the destruction should not precede the 
positive entity. If destruction is admitted to appear at a moment 
succeeding that of the production of the positive moment, then the 
destruction would not be unconditioned. If the sequence of the 
positive entity and its destruction be with reference to the positive 
entity itself and not to its production, then the positive entity would 
be the cause of the destruction. It cannot be said that destruction 
is conditioned only by the position, for its dependence on other 
accessory agents cannot be repudiated. It cannot be argued that 
the production of a moment is also its destruction, for that would be 
self-contradictory. It is sometimes maintained that difference does 
not constitute destruction, and hence the rise of a different- 
charactered moment does not imply the destruction of the previous 
moment. The destruction of a moment has thus to be regarded as 
a separate fact, and as such it is involved and inherent in the very 
production of a moment ^ To this the reply is that a different- 
charactered entity must also be regarded as the destruction of the 
previous entity, for otherwise it would be impossible to assign any 
cause to the rise of such a different-charactered entity. If, again, 
the destruction be the very essence of an entity, then such an 
essence might as well manifest itself at the time of the rise of the 
present entity, and thus reduce it to the negation which would 
mean the universal negation of all things. If it is urged that an 
entity produces its own destruction by itself, then it would be 
meaningless to hold that destructicfT is unconditional ; and if it is 
thus conditioned by itself, it would be idle to suppose that it does 
not depend on any other condition, for there is no means of knowing 
it. If it is admitted that an entity produces its own destruction with 
the help of other accessories, then the doctrine of momentariness 
fails. It has also been shown before that the affirmation of momen- 
tariness is distinctly contradicted by the phenomenon of recognition 

^ yad yato bhidyate na tat tasya dhvamsah yathd rupasya rasah. dhvamsas tu 
kasyacid eva bhavati iti tad~dtmakah, atafi svo^tpattdv eva svdtmani dhvamse 
sannihite kathaifi kfand^ntararfi prdpnuydt, Sarydrtha^nddhiy p. 72. 
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as elaborated above. Again when the momentarist says that all 
things arc momentary, how does he explain the fact that the effect- 
moment is caused by the cause-moment? If causation means no- 
thing more than immediate succession, then the universe at a par- 
ticular moment is caused by the universe at the preceding moment. 
The problem is whether such immediacy of succession is by itself 
competent to produce the effect-moment or needs the accessories 
of space and time. If such accessories are not necessary, then 
spatial co-existence or concomitance (as in the case of smoke and 
fire) ought not to lead to any inference. If such accessories are 
awaited, then it would mean that whatever is produced at any unit 
of space has also its cause in that unit 01 space and that unit of time. 
On such a view the effect-moment would be in the space and time 
of the cause, and thus the cause-space or cause-time would be 
co-extensive in two moments. If this were admitted, then the 
momentarist might as well admit that the cause persists in two 
moments. So, the momentarist who does not admit persisting time 
and space cannot also admit that any sequence should be con- 
ditioned by them. If it is said that a cause-moment starts its effect 
in the very space or time in which it exists, then there would be no 
unity of the series between the cause and the effect; and, by sup- 
position, they are regarded as having different sets of moments for 
themselves. There might be superimposition but no unity of the 
series. If the unity of the series be not admitted, then the expecta- 
tion that just as when a cotton-seed is dyed there is redness in the 
cotton, so in the moral sphere whenever there is the vasana or root- 
inclination there is also its fruit, fails. The co-existence of the 
causal-moment and the effect-moment does not imply the unity 
that is expected in a normal cause and effect relation, and it would 
therefore be difficult to say that such an effect has such a cause, for 
the momentaristic theory cannot establish the bond between cause 
and effect. 

Let us now analyse the concept of momentariness. It may mean 
the fact that (i) an entity is associated with a moment {ksana- 
sambandhavattva), or (2) association with a momentary unit of time 
{ksana-kala^sambandhatvam), or (3) existence for only one moment 
{ksana-fndtra--vartitva)^ or (4) absence of relation with two moments 
{ksana-dvaya~sambandka^sunyatva\ or (5) identity with the moment 
of time {k$afm^kdlatvam\ or (6) being determinant of the moment- 

x8 
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character (ksana-padhitvafn). The first alternative is inadmissible, 
for even those who believe in persistent entities admit that such 
entities, since they persist in time, are associated with a moment. 
The second alternative is inadmissible because the Buddhists do 
not believe in any separate category of time apart from the k^and}. 
On such an admission, again, an entity as time which is beyond a 
kfona has to be virtually accepted, which contradicts the doctrine 
of momentariness. The third alternative is directly contradicted in 
the experience of recognition which testifies to the fact that we touch 
what we see. The fourth view is also for the same reason contra- 
dicted in experience; and if any supposed entity which is not itself 
a ksana is not associated with two time-moments, then it can have 
only a chimerical existence, and, curiously enough, the Buddhists 
often compare all existent entities with chimerical objects^. The 
fifth alternative is also inadmissible, for just as an entity exists in a 
unit of space and cannot be identical with it, so also it cannot be 
identical with the time in which it exists,* and it is directly contra- 
dicted in experience. The sixth alternative is also inadmissible for 
the reason that if objects were in their own nature determinants of 
moments, then there would be nothing to explain our notion of 
temporal succession^; and all our experiences depending on such 
a succession would be contradicted. If things did not persist in 
time and were absolutely destroyed without leaving any trace 
{niranvaya-vindsak), then the ordinary experience of the world in 
which things are done for the purpose of reaping their benefits 
could not be explained. The man who had done some work would 
not wait a moment for his reward. In the Ramanuja view per- 
sistence of the self is well explained in self-consciousness. The 
theory that such a self-consciousness refers only to the suc- 
ceeding- terms produced in thcT series of the alaya-vijndna is 
only a theory which has no verification, and such a theory 
is directly contradicted by the well attested maxim that the 
experience of one individual cannot be remembered by another 
{na*nya-drstam smaraty anyah). There is also no way in which the 

^ kdlam evd*mcchatas ta ko'tau kfatfa^kdlafi kai ca lasya lambandhahL- Sarvdr- 
tha-siddhi, p. 74. 

* yasmirmanityatd ndtti kdryatd'pi na vidyaU tasmin yathd kha-ptispdddviti 
sakyaip hi hhdfitufn. Ibid. p. 75. 

* yadd hi ghafd-dctyab tvarilpetfa hfanO’^pddhayahi syuft kdla-tdratamya^dhJfi 
kutrd*pi na bhavet. Ibid. 
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terms of the Slaya-vijndna series may be associated with volitional 
notions. 

If the momentariness of entities means that they are modified 
or conditioned by moments, then also the question arises if they 
are not themselves momentary, how can they be conditioned by 
moments? If the conditioning by moments means that causal col- 
locations represent only the previous moment of the effect 
{kdfya-praga-bhdva-samanvita)y then it may be urged by the opponent 
that it would be difEcult to refute such momentariness. On the 
side of the opponent it may be further said that the criticism that 
the conglomeration of the causes is something different from, or 
identical with the conglomerating entities, cannot be made; for, in 
either case, since such an entity would, according to the Rama- 
nujists, be a persisting one, it would not condition a moment. The 
reply is that conglomeration can neither mean relation nor the 
related entities; for the word “conglomeration” cannot apply 
specifically to each of the entities, and as such it is to be admitted 
that the causal entities, collected together by some condition, re- 
present the conglomeration. If such entities are regarded as de- 
termining the moment, then they must necessarily be persistent* 
If it is held that the combining condition is the condition of the 
ksana, then the reply is that the production must be due to the 
joint operations of the combining conditions and the specific col- 
locating entities. Of these the combining condition is not mo- 
mentary, and since the collocating entities would stay till they were 
combined, they are also not momentary. The condition of the 
ksana seems, therefore, to be the last accessory agent or operation 
which associates with it the previous entities or operations and 
thereby behaves as the condition of the moment immediately ante- 
cedent to the effect. There is thus nothing momentary in it. Time 
being unlimited in its nature cannot be parcelled out in moments. 
The supposed moments can be attributed to an operation or an 
existing entity only for specifying particular states or conditions for 
practical purposes; but an entity that exists, exists in time, and thus 
outgrows the limits of a previous or later moment. So, though a 
specific unit of time may be regarded as momentary, the entity that 
exists, therefore, is not momentary in the nature of its own ex- 
istence. Since the Buddhists do not admit time, they are not 
justified in speaking of momentary time in which things are sup- 
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posed to exist. Nor are they justified in holding that nature in itself 
suffers change in every moment, for that virtually amounts to the 
existence of a persisting entity which Suffers modification^. 

The Buddhist assumption that things are destroyed entirely, 
and there are no elements in them that persist (ntranvaya-vinSia), 
on the analogy that flames are destroyed without leaving any trace 
of their existence, is false. For, from various other instances, e.g. 
the case of jugs, cloth, etc., we find that their destruction means 
only a change of state and not entire annihilation; and from this 
analogy it is reasonable to suppose that the elements of the flame 
that are destroyed are not completely annihilated but persist in in- 
visible forms. Even when a flame is destroyed, the tip of the wick 
is felt to be slightly warm, and this is certainly to be interpreted as 
a remnant of the heat possessed by the flame. If the last stage in the 
destruction of an entity be regarded as lapsing into entire annihila- 
tion, it would have no causal efficiency and as such would be non- 
existent. If the last stage is non-existent, then its previous stage 
also would have no causal efficiency and would be non-existent, and 
so on. This would lead to universal non-existence. 

(/) Refutation of the CarvSka criticism against 
the Doctrine of Causality. 

The problem of causality naturally brings in the question of 
time relation between the cause and the effect, i.e. whether the 
effect precedes the cause, or whether the cause precedes the effect, 
or whether they are simultaneous. If the effect precedes the cause, 
then it would not depend upon causal operation for its existence 
and it would then be an eternally existent entity like space. If it is 
not existent, then it cannot be brought into existence by any means, 
for a non-existent entity cannot ^ produced. If the effect were pro- 
duced before the cause, then the so-called “cause” could not be its 
cause. If the cause and effect were simultaneous, then it would be 
difficult to determine which is the cause and which the effect. If 
the cause precedes the effect, then, again, it may be asked whether 
the effect was already existent or beside it. If it is already existent, 
there is no need of causal operation, and that which is to happen 

‘ sarva^kfomkaivufri sddhayitum upakPdmya sthira-drxmya-vrtti-kfanika- 
vikdravad iti kaihttrn drffdntayema tefu ca na tvad^abhimatarfi k^anikatvatri 
pradipd-divaddsutara^vindiitva-mdtrifjta kpenjikato-ktih. Sarvdrtha^siddhi, p. 77. 
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later cannot be considered to be co-existent with that which was at 
a prior moment. If the effect was not co-existent with the cause, 
then what would be the bond which would determine why a par- 
ticular cause should produce a particular effect and not others? 
Since production cannot be synonymous with what is produced, it 
must be different from it. Being a different entity, it may be de- 
manded that production should have a further production, and 
that another, and this will lead to infinite regress. 

To these objections Venkatanatha’s reply is that the opposition 
of negation with position can hold good only with reference to the 
same unit of time and space. Therefore, the non-existence of the 
effect at a prior moment has no opposition to its existence at a later 
moment. That there is a relation between the cause of a prior 
moment and the effect of a later moment can be directly ex- 
perienced. Such a relation is, of course, not contact, but one of 
dependence, of one another, as prior and later, as is perceived 
in experience. The dialectical criticism that production, being a 
separate entity, demands a further production and so forth cannot 
be applied to the Ramanuja view; for here the effect is regarded as 
only a modified condition or state of the cause. The effect depends 
upon the cause in the sense that it is identical with it as being its 
state^. Identity here, of course, does not mean oneness but identity 
in difference. The objection that no bond can be established in 
difference is found contradicted in our experience of cause and 
effect, and in many other cases, e.g. in the instance where a speaker 
tries to produce a conviction in his hearers who are different from 
him. The objection that a cause can be called a cause only by virtue 
of its doing some operation {kinciukara) and that its causality to- 
wards that operation must again involve the effectuation of some 
other operation, and thus there is an infinite regress, is invalid ; for 
the existence of a number of operations (as given in experience) in 
producing an effect cannot lead to a vicious infinite, for only those 
operations which are revealed in experience can be accepted as 
having happened. In the case of spontaneous production {dvard-n- 
tara-^nirapeksa), there is no necessity to admit any series of opera- 
tions as the causality as invariable antecedent is directly given in 

' na hi vayam abhivyaktitfi vd karana-samavdyd-dikam vd janme'ti brOmafi, 
kinta'pdddnd-vasthd’-viiefam tasya kdryd-vasthd-sdmdnddhikaraitya*vyapadeiat^ 
tdddtmyena tad-diraya^vrttefjt. Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 8o. 
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experience. The objection that a cause is a cause because it produces 
the effect involves the previous existence of the effect, and hence the 
futility of the causal operation is invalid; for causality means the 
happening of an operation suitable to the becoming of the effect^. 
This does not involve the prior existence of the effect, since the 
happening of the operation leading to the effect refers to the effect 
not as an existing fact but as anticipated in the mind of the observer 
{kurvattva-nirupaMm tu bhavind*pi karyena btiddhya-rohina siddheh). 
The objection that if effect was a nature of the cause then it would 
be already there, and if it was not it could not come into being at 
any time, is also invalid on the supposition that there is an invariable 
uniformity of relationship {niyata-pratisambandhiha-svabhdvatd 
eva). The effect entity is numerically and characteristically different 
from the cause entity, but yet the former and the latter are related 
to one another as mutually determining each other {anyo-nya- 
nirupyatayd). The objection, that since the separate entities in a 
causal conglomeration cannot produce the effect, the conglomera- 
tion as a whole could not produce the effect, is invalid; for the 
capacity of the individual entities is defined in terms of their 
capacity in joint production (samuditdmm kdrya-karatvam eva hi 
pratyekam api hi saktih). The further objection that since the cause 
is destroyed on its way to produce the effect, it (cause) itself being 
destroyed, ought not to be able to produce the effect, is not valid ; 
for the production of the effect requires only the existence of the 
cause at a prior moment {purva-ksami-sattvam eva hi kdranasya 
kdryo-payogi). 

Again it is urged that the concept of invariable priority which 
determines causation is itself indeterminable, for time as duration 
has no quality in itself. Priority and posteriority therefore have 
to be determined by other impoSed conditions {upddhi)j and the 
causal phenomena could be regarded as such an imposed condition. 
If this is so, priority and posteriority, which are in this view sup- 
posed to originate from causal conditions, cannot be regarded as 
determining causality. Again if conditions are supposed to split up 
time as pure duration into succession, then, since time is not re- 
garded as discrete, the supposed conditions would have to refer to 
the whole of time, in which case there would be no succession. 

^ bhdvi-hdryd-nugumi-vydpdravattvam eva kdranasya kurvattJMim. Sarvdrtha^ 
tiddhi, p. 81. 
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Moreover, if the conditions were to refer to certain parts, discrete 
time has first to be accepted^. The reply to the above objection is 
that if by the force of the above argument time as succession is not 
admitted, then if things are in time they arc eternal, and if they are 
not, they are chimerical; which is absurd. The objector is again 
supposed to urge that, all universals being eternally existing, 
priority and posteriority can never be referred mutually among 
them, or between them and individuals. Where the rise of the con- 
stellation RohinI is inferred from the nse of the constellation 
Krttika, priority and posteriority are not between the two. The 
reply is to be found in the experience that such a qualified entity 
is produced from such other qualified entity where the universal 
and the individual merge together in a complex whole — a qualified 
entity Definite causal relaticMis with definite effects are known 
from large experience of invariable antecedence between them, and 
this repudiates the idea of any denial of the uniformity of causal re- 
lation relating specific cause to specific effect. The notion of the 
plurality of causes is also therefore repudiated for the same reason. 
Where the same effect seems to be produced by different causes it 
is due to mal-observation and non-observation. A closer observa- 
tion by experts reveals that though certain effects may be ap- 
parently similar yet they have specificity in their individual nature. 
By virtue of such specificity, each one of them can be referred to its 
own determinate cause. The negation-antecedent-to-being {praga- 
bhdva) cannot by itself be regarded as determining the effect, for 
such negations in themselves, being beginningless, could not ex- 
plain the occasion of an effect’s coming into being. Moreover, such 
negations involve in some form or other the effect to which it would 
give rise as its constituent ; for, otherw^ise it could not be referred 
to or defined as a negation-antecedent-lo-being of the effect. If an 
effect, being existent, be without any cause, it would be eternal; 
and if it be non-existent without any cause, then it would be 
chimerical. If the effect could happen by fits and starts, then its 
uniform dependence upon the immediate and invariable ante- 

' kale ca purvattvam upddhi-krtam sa ca uplidhir yady ayam eva tadd tad- 
adhJnaifi kSlasya pUrvattvam kald-dltfnanco'padher ity anyonyd-irayah. anyd- 
pekfdydtfi cakrakam cnavasthdpi kdlasya kramavad upddhi-sambandha-hheddd 
bhedaica krtsnai-ka-deia-vikalpa-dukstha iti. San)dftha-siddhU p. 82. 

* etad-dharmakdd etad-dharmakam upajdtam itijdty-upddhi-krodl-krta-nipeiM 
vyaktifu niyama-nddheh. Ibid. p. 83. 
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cedents could not be explained. Thus the doctrine of causality 
stands unimpeached by any of the objections brought forward by 
the Cirvikas. 

(g) The Nature of the Senses according to VeAkatanatha. 

The Naiyiyikas think that the visual organ has for its material 
cause the eight elements, for though it cannot perceive any other 
sense-data it can grasp colours like a lamp; and, following a similar 
course of argument, they hold that the tactile organ is made up of 
air, the gustatory organ, of water, the smell-organ, of earth, and the 
auditory organ, of space-element {akOia). Venkafanatha’s main ob- 
jection is directed against viewing the senses as the specific and 
most important instruments of the corresponding perceptions on 
the ground that in the act of perception many accessories, such as 
the subject, object, light, sense-organ, sense-contact, absence of 
obstruction, and other accessories participate in such a manner that 
it is impossible to single out the sense-organ as being the most im- 
portant instrument {karam). Even if the sense-faculties be re- 
garded as different from the sense-organs, they may be considered 
as the special ways of the ego-hood {ahamkSra), and this is testified 
by scriptural texts. Merely on the ground that the visual sense- 
faculty can perceive colours, it would be wrong to argue that this 
sense-faculty is made up of the same element as colour; for the 
visual sense-faculty is not by itself responsible for the colour- 
perception. The special predominance of the visional organ over 
other accessories in colour-perception, by which its afRnity with 
the colour element may be shown, cannot be established. 

Venkata urges that the same reasons that lead to the acceptance 
of the five cognitive senses lead also to the admission of the five 
conative senses and manas (mind^. The function of the cognitive 
senses is believed to be of a special kind by which the senses can 
operate only in a special manner and under special conditions, and 
the same applies also to the conative senses. These are as much 
associated with the subtle body as the cognitive senses, and the 
view of YidavaprakSia that the conative senses came into being 
with this body and were destroyed with its destruction is regarded 
as false^. Manas, being a part of the evolution of prakrti, cannqt be 
regarded as all-pervasive. The ordinary argument that that which, 

^ Nydya^siddlUH^cma^ p. a4. 
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being eternal, is not the material constituent of any other thing is 
all-pervasive, is faulty, for this is directly contradicted by the 
testimony of the scriptures, and according to the RSmanuja view 
atoms are not the ultimate constituent of things. Again the argu- 
ment that that which is devoid of specific qualities, like time, is all- 
pervasive is also untenable, for according to the Ramdnuja view 
there is nothing which is devoid of specific quality. The argument 
that since mind can remember very distant experiences it is all- 
pervasive is also faulty, for such remembrances are due to the con- 
tact of mind with specific subconscious root-impressions. 

The senses are to be regarded as subtle (sukpna) or atomic, and 
yet by their functioning or in association with other things they 
may behave as being spread out^. It is for this reason that in the 
bodies of animals of different dimensions the same senses may 
spread over smaller or larger areas through such functions without 
which they have to be admitted as becoming larger or smaller ac- 
cording to the dimensions of the bodies in which they may operate. 
If manas is all-pervasive, or if it occupies the span of the body, then 
the cognition by all the five senses may arise at one moment. The 
senses are regarded by Venkata as abiding in the heart, whence they 
move through respective nerves to the particular sense-organs. 

The sense operates by its function called vrtti, which moves 
almost with the speed of light and grasps its object. There is thus a 
gradual operation of the sense-function passing from one place to 
another which, on account of its high speed, seems to be operative 
with regard to the object near at hand and also at a distance. This 
produces the appearance of simultaneous perception. The same 
process also holds good in the case of auditory perception. Since, 
according to the Ramanuja school, senses are immaterial, their 
functions also are to be described as immaterial 

^ siddhe'pi hy a^utve vikdsatayd vrUi-viiefa^dvdrd*pydyaka-pracaydd vd 
pTthutvam angikdryam. Sarvartha-siddhi^ p. 98. 

* According to the Sfltpkhya view, where also the senses are regarded as im- 
material, the vrtti is regarded as their transformation in the form of the object 
and not contact. The Yoga view, however, as explained by Bhik^u, is that the 
citta passes through the senses and comes in contact with the object and is 
transformed into its form in association with the senses. The transformation, 
therefore, is not of the citta alone but of the citta together with the senses. 
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(A) The Nature of aka^a according to VeUkafanatha. 

Venkata tries to establish in some detail the supposed fact that 
the akdia is perceived by the visual organ, as in our well attested 
experience in perceiving the blue sky or the scarlet sky in the 
evening and also the movement of the birds through the sky. He 
denies the position that the existence of dkaia can only be inferred 
through movements, for the dkdsa exists even in thick walls where 
no movement is possible. Akdsa is not its pure vacuity; its 
existence is manifested by its non-obstruction to the movements 
of animals. Some of the Buddhists and the Carvakas argue that 
there are only four elements and that dkasa is only the negation 
{dvarand-~bhdva). We do not perceive any dkdia in a wall, but when 
it is split up we say that we perceive dkdia. Such an dkdia cannot 
be anything but a negation of obstruction; for if this is not ad- 
mitted, then there is no negation of obstruction anywhere, all such 
cases being explainable on the supposition of dkdia. It is this 
negation of obstruction, pure vacuity, which produces the illusion 
of some positive entity like a mirage. Such experiences may well 
be illustrated in those instances where the negation of pain is ex- 
perienced as pleasure and negation of light as blue darkness. We are 
all familiar with the fact that mere linguistic usage sometimes pro- 
duces an idea without there being an entity behind it, when some- 
one says “the sharp horn of a hare.” 

To this Venkata’s reply is that the existence of categories can 
only be justified by an appeal to experience, and we all have a 
positive experience of dkdia. What we call negation is also a positive 
entity. The very negative concept can well be regarded as a positive 
notion. It is useless to argue that the negative concept differs from 
all positivity, for each specific category has its own special notion, 
and it is futile to argue why a particular entity should have its own 
peculiar concept^. A negation is always defined as the absence of 
the positive entity of which the negation is affirmed. The positivity 
of dkdia is established by its positive experience. The view that 
there is no dkdia in occupied space is wrong, for when the occupying 
object is cut asunder we perceive the dkdia and we affirm of it the 
negation of occupation. Thus the negation of occupation {dvar- 

^ tUthhOvatya mhsvabhdvatS abhdva*svaBhdvataym*va tat-iiddheh svdnya- 
tvabhOvatayd tiddhis tu na kasydpi. na ca svena swibhdvena siddkasya para- 
sffobhOva-virahdd asattvam atiprasangdt * Stn^jdrtka-siddhi, p. 113. 
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ana-hhdvd) is the predicate which is affirmed of the positive entity 
akdiCy for in our experience of dkdsa we perceive that there is no 
occupation {avarmi) in the dkdia {ihd^varanam ndsti). If this is not 
admitted, then such perceptions as “Here is an object*’ would be 
inexplicable, for the word “here” would have no meaning if it were 
mere absence of negation. If, again, dkdsa was absent in an occu- 
pying object, it would be unreasonable to define dkdia as the ab- 
sence of such an object; since nothing exists in itself, everything 
would on the above analogy become its own negation^. The fact 
that dkdia sometimes seems to show the false appearance of a sur- 
face is due also to the fact that it is an entity on which certain 
qualities are illusorily imposed. If it were mere nothing, there 
could have been no predication of false qualities to it. When it is 
said that the negation of pain is falsely conceived as pleasure, the 
fact is that the so-called negation is only another kind of positivity*. 
In the case of chimerical entities such as the sharp hare’s horn 
there is an affirmation of horn in the hare, and when the horn is 
known there is a deliberation in our mind whether our notion of 
sharpness is true or false. The affirmation of sharpness, therefore, 
is not on mere negation. The falsity of chimerical predication also 
consists of affirming a predicate to a subject which in the course of 
nature it docs not possess, and there is nothing like pure falsity or 
non-existence in such notions. When one says that there is no occu- 
pation here he nust show the locus where the occupation is denied 
or negated; for a negation implies a locus. The locus of the negation 
of occupation would be pure space {dkdia). If the negation of 
occupation meant absolute non-existence, then that would land us 
in nihilism. If the occupation {dvaram) did exist anywhere or did 
not exist anywhere, then in either case the production or destruc- 
tion of such occupation would be undemonstrable; for an existent 
thing is never produced nor destroyed and a non-existent thing is 
neither produced nor destroyed. Thus, for these and other con- 
siderations, dkdsa, which is neither eternal nor all-pervasive, has to 
be regarded as a separate positive entity and not as mere negation of 
occupation. Dik or the quarter of the sky, north, south, etc., should 

^ na tv dkdia-m&tram Ovaranefv avidyamanataya tad-abhdva dkdia iti 
ed*yukt€nn sarvefdtft svasminn avidyamdnatayd svd~bhdt^atva~prasakgdt. <Sar- 
vurtha^siddhu P- 1 14- 

* dukkkd^bhdve tukhd-ropdt iAhdvaiya bkdvd-^nyatva-mdtram eva by asatvant 
nddham tena ca svarQpa-satm evd'sau. Ibid. 
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not be regarded as separate entities, but it is the sky, or akSia^ 
which appears as different kinds of dik on account of its association 
with different conditions of the perceiver and the perceived space- 
relations. 


(f ) Nature of Time according to Venkafanatha. 

Time is eternal and beginningless, for any conception in which 
it might be held that time were produced would involve the view 
that time was non-existent before its production. This, as it is easy 
to see, involves a notion of before and after, and as such it may be 
presumed that without the assumption of time even the production 
of time cannot be perceived. Time is directly perceived as a quality 
of all perceived entities. If time is regarded as being only inferable, 
then since it is intimately associated with all perceptible things the 
non-apprehension of time by direct perception would mean that the 
perceived objects also are not directly apprehended but known by 
inference. Even those who deny the separate existence of time ex- 
plain it as an unreal notion of things in relation with the movement 
of the sun. Thus, the category of time, whether it is admitted as 
real or unreal, is taken as a quality or mode of perceived things and 
is apprehended along with them. There is no other time than what 
is conceived as before and after, as modes of our experience. It may 
be argued that with the exception of recognition all our experiences 
relate to the present and as such in the apprehension of objects by 
perception there is no notion of before and after which constitutes 
time, so there is no direct perception of time. To this the suggested 
discussion is whether, when objects are apprehended, they are 
apprehended as present or not, or whether only the notion of “the 
present” is apprehended without a^ association of any other ob- 
ject. Such views are directly contradicted in such experience as 
“I see this,” where the object is demonstrated as being perceived 
at the present time. Perception thus refers both to the object and 
to its temporal character as present. It cannot be said that the 
temporal character is only illusorily imposed upon the perceived 
object; for in that case it must be shown that the temporal character 
was at least somewhere perceived or known independently by itself. 
It is argued that the sense-characters are perceived as “present,” 
and this notion of the “present” is illusorily imposed upon time. 
To this it may be replied that in the passing series of the momentary 
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sense-characters it is impossible to point out anything as “ present/’ 
since these are only perceived as “before” and “after”; by the 
time anything could be designated as “present” it is already past. 
Thus the point of time as present is undemonstrable. If the time as 
present may be affirmed of any sense-character, it may be affirmed 
of time itself. Again if time were non-existent, what is the use of 
assuming its imposition? If it is held that there is only the im- 
position of time-conception without any entity of which it is 
affirmed, then it would become the blind phenomenalism of the 
nihilists. In the Ramanuja view of things it is possible somehow to 
affirm the notion as “present” of time just as it is affirmed of the 
sense-characters. It cannot be said that time is merely a character 
of the sensibles, and that there is no other entity as time apart from 
these sensibles; for the temporal character of the sensibles as “pre- 
sent” is only possible on the assumption that there is such a thing 
as “present” time. Again if the “present” is denied, then that 
would mean universal negation, for the past and future are never 
perceived by us. Moreover, the present cannot be conceived as 
something different or unrelated and independent of the past and 
the future. If the past and the future were regarded as constituting 
the present, then our experience would only be related to the past 
and the future and there would be no possibility for any of our 
present afflictions. “ Present” thus may be regarded as that series of 
operations which has begun but has not as yet ended in fruition. 

Though time is one and eternal it can appear as limited and 
many, like all other objects which, though they may remain as one, 
may yet be supposed to be many and different in respect of the 
states through which they may seem to pass by virtue of the various 
conditional qualities (upadhi-sambandha) with which they may be 
associated. Though this view may be regarded as sufficient in ex- 
plaining the notion of limited time, yet there are others who think 
that unless time itself is supposed to be constituted of moments 
through which time as changeable may be apprehended, the as- 
sociation of conditions to explain the notion of limitation will be 
impossible ; for such an association presupposes the fact of limita- 
tion in time to which alone the conditions could be referred. Thus, 
Y&davapraka 4 a holds that time is beginningless and endless, and 
continually transforms itself through moments by which the di- 
visions of time as hours, days and nights can be spanned; through 
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which again the transformation of all changeable objects can be 
measured^. In this view the conditions are relative from the point 
of view of each person, who collects the passing time-units and 
forms his own conceptions of minutes, hours and days from his 
own point of calculation according to his own needs. A valid ob- 
jection, however, may be raised against such a view when it is 
pointed out that the criticism that was made against the association 
of conditional qualities to partless time may also be raised against 
the present view in which time is regarded as constituted of parts 
as moments. For it may well be said that the parts would require 
further parts for associating the conditional qualities; and if it does, 
there would be a vicious infinite and if it does not, then it will be 
admitted that the whole of a moment would not require a specifica- 
tion of parts for the association of conditional qualities. If the 
whole of a moment does not stand in need of any specification of 
parts for such association, why should time as a whole require it? 
The explanation that the association of a conditional quality with a 
part means its association with the whole on the analogy of the 
association of qualities in a substance is equally applicable to part- 
less time. Venkata points out that though the moments are ad- 
ventitiously conceived on account of the variety of conditional 
qualities, time in itself is eternal. “Eternal** means that it is never 
destroyed. Time is thus co-existent with God. It is a material cause 
with reference to its own modifications and is the efficient cause 
with reference to everything else. The scriptural pronouncements 
that God is all-pervading can be harmonized with the all-pervading 
character of time by conceiving it to be co-existent with God. 

{]) The Nature of Soul according to Vehkafanatha. 

Vehkatanatha first tries to establish the existence of the soul as 
different from the body, and in this connection tries to refute the 
well-known Carvaka arguments which do not admit the existence 
of a soul as different from the body to which the former may be 
supposed to belong. The main emphasis of Venkata’s arguments 
lies in the appeal to the testimony of our experience which mani- 
fests the body as a whole and its parts as belonging to an “I,** as 

1 yddavaprakdiair qpy abhyupagato* yarp pakfah k&lo* n&dy-ananto'jasra-k^arM- 
pariij^na muhartd~hora^rd-€U-vibhdga^yuk sarvefdfp panigUima^spanda^hetuh. Sar- 
vdrtha^siddhif pp. 148-149. 
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when we say “ my body,” “my head,” etc. He says that though we 
have various parts of one body and though some of these may be 
destroyed, yet in spite of such variations they are ail supposed to 
belong to one unchangeable unity, the self, which seems to persist 
through all changes of time. If the experiences belonged to the 
different parts of the body, then on the removal of any of the limbs 
the experiences which are associated with that limb could not be 
remembered; for it cannot be admitted that there is a transmission 
of experiences from one limb to another. Even a mother’s ex- 
perience cannot be shared by the foetus. It cannot also be supposed 
that the experiences of the different limbs are somehow collected as 
impressions in the heart or brain; for it can neither be directly per- 
ceived, nor is there a datum which can lead to such an inference. 
Moreover, if there is a continual accumulation of impressions in the 
heart or brain, such a matter of conglomeration would be different 
at each moment through dissipation and aggregation of its con- 
stituent impressions, and as such it would be impossible to explain 
the fact of memory through such a changing entity^. 

The unified behaviour of an individual cannot also be regarded 
as being due to the co-operation of a number of individual units of 
consciousness ; for, in that case there must be individual purposes in 
each of them, leading to a conflict, and if they have no such pur- 
poses, there is no reason why they should co-operate together. If it 
is assumed that these individual constituent conscious-entities are 
naturally such that they are engaged in serving one another without 
any conflict, then the more normal possibility would be that, having 
no natural attachment or antipathy, they would cease to act, and 
this would result in a cessation of all activities on the part of the 
constituted individual as a whole. Again whenever an animal is 
born it is perceived as endowed with certain instinctive tendencies 
towards certain action, such as sucking the mother’s breast, which 
demonstrates its attachment in that direction and necessarily pre- 
supposes an experience of that kind in a previous birth. This shows 
that there is a self which is different and distinct from the 
body and its parts. The experiences and their root-impressions 

' sarva-hodhais ca hrukoie samskdrd-dhdnam ityapi 

na drftam na ca tat-klptau lingarp him api drsyate 
na ca samskdra-kosas te sahghdtd-tmd prati-kfoi^arft 
pracayd-pacaydbhydift sydd bhinnaft smartd'tra ko bhaveL 

Sarvdftha-siddhif p. 153, 
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also explain the diversity of intellectual powers, tendencies and 
inclinations^. 

It cannot also be held that the units of consciousness of the 
different parts of the body are in themselves too subtle and 
potential to manifest themselves in their individual capacity, but 
they may yet co-operate together jointly to manifest the conscious- 
ness of the individual as a whole; for even the smallest molecular 
animals are found to be endowed with behaviouristic action. More- 
over, if the units of consciousness emanating from the different 
parts of the body are admitted to be only potentially conscious, 
then it is absurd to suppose that they will be able to produce actual 
consciousness by mere conglomeration. 

Again consciousness is a quality and as such it must await a 
substratum to which it would belong, but in the view in which con- 
sciousness is supposed to be material, the fundamental distinction 
between a quality and a substance is not observed^. It cannot also 
be held that consciousness is but a special modification of certain 
of the bodily elements, for this would only be a theory, which can- 
not be attested by any experience. Again to such of the Carvakas 
as admit the validity of inference, it may be urged that the body is 
a matter-complex; and, being but a conglomeration and sensible, 
is material like any other material object, whereas consciousness, 
being something entirely different from the body by virtue of its 
being consciousness, is also entirely distinct from it. The ordinary 
illusory notion which confuses the self with the body can be ex- 
plained in diverse ways. The objector may say that if from such 
notions as “my body,” “my hand,” etc., it is argued that the self is 
something different from the body, then from such expressions as 
“my self” one may as well argue»that the self has a further self. 
To this Venkata’s reply is that such expressions as “my hand” and 
“my body” are like such other expressions as “my house” and 
“ my stick,” where the distinction between the two things is directly 
apprehended. In such an expression as “my self” we have a 
linguistic usage in which the possessive case can be explained only 
in the sense of ideality, having only such an imaginary distinction 
between the two terms as may be in the mind of the observer at the 

' evarii manufyd‘di-iarira-prdpti^aidyam.adrfPa-viiefdt pQrva-janmd-nubhava- 
sarpskdra-bhedair evam abhiruci-bhedds ca yujyanU. Sarvdrtha^siddhi^ pp. 1 53-1 54. 

■ nanu caitanyam iti na kaicid gunafk, yasyd^dhdro^pekfyah kintu yd'sau yuf~ 
mdkarp caitanya-sdmagfi sai'va caitanyd-paUdrthal^ sydt. Ibid, p. 154* 
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moment and due to his emphasizing a difference from a conditional 
point of view. Venkata holds that further arguments may also be 
brought forward by the Carvakas^, to which effective replies may 
be given. But instead of going into a big chain of arguments and 
counter arguments the most effective way is to appeal to the testi- 
mony of scripture which in its self-validity affirms both positively 
and by implication the existence of the permanent self as distinct 
from the body. The testimony of the scriptures cannot be rebutted 
or refuted by mere speculative arguments. 

There is a view that consciousness belongs to the senses and that 
cognitions through the different senses are integrated together in 
the same body, and it is by that means that an object perceived by 
the eye is also identified as the same entity as that grasped by the 
tactile apprehension. Another view is that the pleasurable, painful 
feelings associated with sense-cognitions can themselves attract or 
repulse an individual to behave as a separate entity who is being 
attracted or repelled by a sense-object Venkata objects to such a 
doctrine as being incapable of explaining our psychological ex- 
perience in which we feel that we have touched the very thing that 
we have seen. This implies that there is an entity that persists over 
and above the two different cognitions of the two senses; for the 

^ The additional arguments of the Carvakas are as follows: 

When one says “ I, a fat person, know/' it is difficult to say that the fatness 
belongs to the body and the knowledge to some other entity. If the expression 
*‘my body” seems to imply that the body is different, the expression ” 1 am fat” 
demonstrates the identity of the body and the self. What is definitely perceived 
cannot be refuted by inference, for in that case even fire could be inferred as cold. 
Perception is even stronger than scriptures and so there is no cause of doubt 
in our experience ; therefore there is no reason to have recourse to any inference 
for testing the perceptual experience. The Samkhya argument, that those which 
are the results of aggregation must imply some other entity for which the aggrega- 
tion has been named (just as a bedstead implies someone who is to lie on the bed), 
is ineffective; for the second-grade entity for which the first-grade conglomera- 
tion is supposed to be intended may itself await a third grade entity, and that 
another, and this may lead to a vicious infinite. To stop this vicious infinite the 
S&tpkhya thinks that the self does not await for any further entity. But instead 
of arbitrarily thinking the self to be ultimate, it is as good to stop at the body and 
to think that the body is its own end. The argument that a living body must have 
a soul because it has life is false, for the supposed self as distinct from the body 
is not known to us by other means. One might as well say that a living body must 
have a sky-lotus because it has life. The Carvaka ultimately winds up the argu- 
ment and says that the body is like an automatic machine which works by itself 
without awaiting the help of any other distinct entity presiding over it, and is the 
result of a specific modification of matter {ananyd-dhifthtla-svayafft^vdhaka~ 
yantra-nydydd vidtra-bhuta-pariMti-visefa-sambhavo'yaifi deha-yantrah). Sarvd- 
rtha-siddhit p. 157. 
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visual and the tactile sense-organs are limited to the apprehension 
of their own peculiar sense-data or sensibles, and none of them is 
competent to affirm the identity of the objecr through two dif- 
ferent sense-appearances or sense-characteristics. Venkata further 
says that the view that the impressions of the various senses ac- 
cumulate in the heart, and that it is through such ar integration of 
experiences in the heart that there is an appearance of one concrete 
individual, is wrong; for no such centre of integration of impres- 
sions inside our bodies is known to us, and if such a centre in the 
body is to be admitted there is no harm in admitting a separate soul 
in which these impressions inhere^. 

Consciousness also cannot be regarded as the self, for con- 
sciousness is an experience and as such must belong to some in- 
dividual separate and distinct from it. In the passing conscious 
states there is nothing that abides and persists which can integrate 
the past and present states in itself and develop the notion of the 
person, the perceiver. Therefore, it has to be admitted that there is 
a conscious ego to which all cognitions and experiences belong. 
Such an ego is self-luminous in the sense that it is always manifest 
by itself to itself and not merely the locus of self-knowledge. Such 
a self-revealing ego is present even in our dreamless sleep, and this 
is attested by later recollections in which one feels “ I slept happily ** ; 
and it is not contradicted by any experience. Even when one is re- 
ferred to by another as “you’' or “this,” the ego in the latter is all 
the time self-manifested as “1.” Such an ego refers to the soul 
which is a real agent and experiencer of pleasure and pain and a 
cognizer of all cognitions and as such is a real moral agent and is 
therefore distinguished from other kindred souls by its specific efforts 
leading to specific kinds of deeds and their fruits. The efforts, 
however, of the individual agents are themselves pre-determined 
by the resulting fruits of actions in previous births, and those 
by other actions of other previous births. Those who say that 
efforts lead to no efforts contradict themselves in all the practical 
behaviour w'hich presupposes a belief in the efficacy of efforts. 
Only such of the efforts as are directed towards the attainment of 
the impossible or towards objects which require no effort are found 


^ tvad-ifta-samskara-kose mdnd-bhdvdt, aneke^dm aham-arthdndm eka- 
iarlra^yoge ca tatas ca varam yathr'Palqmbham ekasminn aham-arthe sarvais 
saifukdrd-dhdnam. Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p..i 6 o. 
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to be ineffective, whereas all other efforts are attended with 
fruition. 

Venkata urges that the theory which holds that there is but one 
Brahman which appears as many by its association with different 
minds is false; for we know that the same individual is associated 
with different bodies in the series of his transmigrations, and such 
an association with different bodies cannot produce any difference 
in the individual. And if this is so, that is, if association with dif- 
ferent bodies cannot induce a difference in the individual, there is 
no reason why one Brahman should become many by its association 
with different minds. Again the view that holds that the indi- 
viduals, though really different from one another, are so far identical 
that they are all but parts of pure Being — the Brahman — is equally 
false ; for if the Brahman is thus one with the individual, it should also 
be exposed to all its sufferings and imperfections, which is absurd. 

Brahmadatta held that Brahman alone is eternal and unborn 
and the individual souls are born out of it. Venkata criticizes this 
view and propounds the theory that the souls are all uncreated and 
unborn. I'hcy are to be regarded as permanent and eternal; for if 
they are believed to be changing during the continuance of their 
body, then the continuity of purposive activity will be inexplicable. 
If they are destroyed with the death of the body, then the karma 
theory and all theories of moral responsibility have to be given up. 

The soul, however, is not all-pervasive; for the Upanisads speak 
of it as going out of the body. The argument for all-pervasiveness 
of the soul as given by the Naiydyikas is as follows. Virtue and vice 
are associated with a particular soul and may produce such changes 
in the material world, even in distant places, as would conduce to 
the enjoyment or suffering of that particular individual; and since 
virtue and vice are associated with a particular soul, they could not 
produce their effects on a distant place unless the soul, their locus, 
is co-extensive with those places. This, however, does not apply 
to the Ramanujists, for according to them virtue and vice are 
only terms which mean that God has either been pleased or dis- 
pleased owing to the particular kinds of deeds of an individual, and 
God’s pleasure or displeasure has no limitations of operation^. 

^ iha hi dharma-dharma^sahdafi karma~nimitte^ivara-prTti~kopa-rnpa-buddhi~ 
dyotakah. asti hi iuhhe tv asau tufyati dufkrte tu na tu^yate' sau paramah sarfrt 
iti. Sarvartha-siddhi, p. 179. 
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From the opponent’s point of view, even if the self is regarded 
as all-pervasive, that would not explain the happening of favourable 
or unfavourable effects; for though the self may be co-extensive 
with those distant places, yet its adrsta or unseen merit occurs not 
throughout the entire pervasive self, but only in a part of it, and as 
such, since it is not in touch with the place where the effect will 
happen, it cannot very well explain it. 

{k) The Nature of Emancipation according to Venkatandtha. 

Venkatanatha says that an objection has been raised by some 
that if individuals had been in the state of bondage from beginning- 
less time, there is no reason why they should attain emancipation 
at some future date. To this the reply is that it is admitted by all 
that there is every hope that at some time or other there will be 
such a favourable collocation of accessories that our karma will so 
fructify that it will lead us out of bondage, through the production 
of sight of discrimination and disinclination, to enjoyment of all 
kinds that it may give God an opportunity to exercise His mercy. 
Thus, though all are in a state of bondage from beginningless time, 
they all gradually find a suitable opportunity for attaining their 
emancipation. Thus, God extends His grace for emancipation only 
to those who deserve it by reason of their deeds, and it is theoretically 
possible that there should be a time when all people would receive 
their salvation and the world process would cease to exist. Such 
a cessation of the world-process will be due to His own free will, 
and thus there is not the slightest reason for fear that in such a 
state there will have been any obstruction to God’s free and 
spontaneous activity from extraneous sources. Man is led to the 
way of emancipation by his experience of suffering, which nullifies 
the pleasure of our mundane life. He feels that worldly pleasures 
are limited {alpa) and impermanent {asthira) and associated with 
pain. He thus aspires to attain a stage in which he can get un- 
limited pleasure unmixed with suffering. Such an emancipation 
can be brought about only through the love of God {bhakti), 
Bhaktiy however, is used here in the sense of meditation or thinking 
with affection^. Such a bhakti also produces knowledge, and such a 

^ maharilya^vifaye pritir hhaktik pnty-Odayai ca jndna-visefd iti vakfyate 
tneha-pUrvam anudhydnarfi bhakti^}. Sarvdriha-siddhi, p. 190. 
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knowledge is also included in bhakti^, Bhakti is defined here as 
unceasing meditation {dhruva-nusmrti\ and this therefore has to be 
continually practised. The Sankarite view that emancipation can be 
attained by mere knowledge is false. In the Upanisads knowledge 
means unceasing meditation, and this has to be continued and only 
then can it be regarded as updsand^ which is the same as bhakti^. 

The performance of the prescribed duties is helpfuLto the pro- 
duction of knowledge in the sense of bhakti by counteracting the 
wrong influence of such karmas as are antagonistic to the rise of 
true knowledge. Thus the prescribed duties are not to be performed 
along with the practice of bhakti^ and they are not both to be re- 
garded as joint causes of emancipation; but the performance of 
duties is to be interpreted as helping the rise of bhakti only by re- 
moving the obstructive influences of other opposing karma^. The 
performance of scriptural duties including sacrifices is not in- 
compatible with devotional exercises, for the gods referred to in 
the Vedic sacrifices may also be regarded as referring to Brahman, 
the only god of the Vaimavas. The absolutely {nitya) and the con- 
ditionally {naimittika) obligatory duties should not be given up by 
the devotee, for mere cessation from one’s duties has no meaning; 
the real significance of the cessation from duties is that these should 
be performed without any motive of gain or advantage. It is wrong 
to suppose that emancipation can be attained only by those who 
renounce the world and become ascetics, for a man of any caste 
{ 7 jarM) and at any stage of life {asrama) may attain it provided he 
follows his normal caste duties and is filled with unceasing bhakti 
towards God. 

It is well to point out in this connection that duties are regarded 
as threefold. Those that are absolutely obligatory are called nitya. 
No special good or advantage comes out of their performance, but 
their non-performance is associated with evil effects. Those that are 
obligatory under certain circumstances are called naimittika. If 
these duties are not performed under those special circumstances, 
sin will accrue, but no special beneficial effects are produced by 

^ bhakti-sadkyofft prdpaka-jnanam api bhaktiAaksano-petam. Sarvdrtha- 
siddhi, p. 191. 

* ekasminn eva vifaye vedanO'pdsana~sabdayoh vyatikareno*pakramo^pasafft-- 
kdra-darsandc ca vedanam eva updsanatayd vise^yate . . .sd muktusddhanatayo*kia 
hi vittih bhakti-rapatva-paryanta-visefa^a’^viiiftd. Ibid, pp. 191-192. 

* Ibid. pp. 194-195. 
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their performance. Those duties which are to be performed only if 
the person is desirous of attaining special kinds of pleasurable ends 
such as residence in Heaven, the birth of a son, and the like, are 
called kdmya. Now a man who wishes to attain emancipation should 
give up all the kdmya duties and refrain from all actions prohibited 
in the scriptures, but he should perform the nitya and the naimittika 
duties. Though the performance of the nitya and the naimittika 
duties is associated with some kind of beneficial results, inasmuch 
as such performance keeps away the evil and the sinful effects 
which would have resulted from their non-performance, yet these, 
being fruits of a negative nature, are not precluded for a person who 
intends to attain emancipation. For such a person only the per- 
formance of such actions as bring positive pleasures is prohibited. 
When it is said that actions of a devotee should have no motive, 
this does not mean that it includes also actions which arc performed 
with the motive of pleasing God ; for actions with motive are only 
such actions as are performed with motives of one's own pleasure, 
and these are always associated with harmful effects^. 

It has already been said that the naimittika duties should be 
performed; but of these there are some which are of an expiatory 
nature, called prdyascitta^ by which the sinful effects of our deeds 
are expiated. A true devotee should not perform this latter kind of 
expiatory duties, for the meditation of God with love is by itself 
sufficient to purge us of all our sins and indeed of all our virtues 
also; for these latter, as they produce heavenly pleasures as their 
effects, obstruct the path of emancipation as much as do our sins. 
All that narrows our mind by associating it with narrow ends is to 
be regarded as sinful. Judged from this point of view even the so- 
called meritorious actions {punya)j^re to be regarded as harmful to a 
devotee who intends to attain emancipation*. Virtue {dharma) can 
be regarded as such only relatively, so that actions which are re- 
garded as virtuous for ordinary persons may be regarded as sinful 
for a person inspired with the higher ambition of attaining 
emancipation*. For a true devotee who has attained the knowledge 


^ anarthd-vind-bhuta-sukha-kdmandfo nivrttam karma nifkdmam. Sarvartha- 
siddhi, p. 202 . 

* tad evam dhl-sankocaka-karma-dhvamse dhUvikdsa eva brahmd-nubhutth. 
Ibid. p. 220. 

* sa eva dharmah so'dharma< tarn tarn pratt naram bhavet 

pdtra-karma-viiefena de^a-k^avapekfya ca. Ibid. p. 221 . 
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of Brahman and is pursuing the meditation of God, sinful or 
virtuous actions are both inefficacious, the older ones being de- 
stroyed by the meditation itself and the new ones incapable of being 
associated with him — the wise man. 

The eschatological conception of the Ramanuja school as ex- 
plained by Venkata is that the soul of the true devotee escapes by a 
special nerve in the head {murdhanya-nadt) and is gradually lifted 
from one stage to another by the presiding deities of fire, day, 
white fortnight, the vernal equinox, year, wind, the sun, the moon, 
lightning, Vanina, Indra and Prajapati, who are appointed by God 
for the conducting of the departed devotee^. 

The state of final emancipation is regarded as the rise of the 
ultimate expansion of the intellect. But though this is a state which 
is produced as a result of devotional exercises, yet there is no 
chance that there would ever be a cessation of such a state, for it is 
the result of the ultimate dissociation of all causes, such as sins or 
virtues, which can produce a contraction of the mind. Therefore, 
there can nevei be a falling off from this state. 

An emancipated person can assume bodies at his own will. His 
body is not a source of bondage to him, for only those whose bodies 
are conditioned by their karma may be supposed to suflFer bondage 
through them. The state of emancipation is a state of perfect bliss 
through a continual realization of Brahman, to whom he is attached 
as a servants This servitude, however, cannot beget misery, for 
servitude can beget misery only when it is associated with sins. 
The emancipated person is omnipotent in the sense that God is 
never pleased to frustrate the fulfilment of his wishes. 

The emancipated person regards all things as being held in 
Brahman as its parts and as such no mundane affair can pain him, 
though he may have the knowledge that in the past many things in 
the world caused him misery. 

Venkata denied the possibility of attaining emancipation in this 
life, for the very definition of emancipation is dissociation from 
life, sense-organs and the body generated by karma. So when we 
hear of jivanmukta or those emancipated in their lifetime, it is to 
be interpreted to mean a state similar to the state of emancipation. 
I'he contention of the Advaitins that the principal avidya vanishes 
with knowledge, yet that its partial states may still continue binding 

' Sarvartha-siddhiy pp. 226-227. 



296 Philosophy of the Ramanuja School of Thought [ch. 

the emancipated person with a body, is false. For if the principal 
avidya has vanished, its states cannot still continue. Moreover, if 
they do continue in spite of the knowledge, it is impossible to im- 
agine how they will cease at the death of the emancipated person. 

God in the Ramanuja School. 

We have seen that according to Ramanuja the nature and ex- 
istence of God can be known only through the testimony of the 
scriptures and not through inference. Venkata points out that the 
Samkhya theory that the world-creation is due to the movement of 
prakrti, set in operation through its contiguity with the purusasy 
is inadequate; for the Upanisads definitely assert that just as the 
spider weaves its net, so does God create the world. The scriptures 
further assert that God entered into both the prakrti and the purusaSy 
and produced the creative movement in them at the time of 
creation^. The Yoga view of God — that He is only an emancipated 
being who enters into the body of Hiranyagarbha or adopts some 
such other pure body — is also against all scriptural testimony. It 
is also idle to think that the world-creation is the result of the co- 
operative activity of the emancipated spirits, for it is much against 
the scriptural testimony as also against the normal possibility, since 
there cannot be such an agreement of wish among the infinite 
number of emancipated beings that would explain the creation of 
the world by unobstructed co-operation. Thus, on the strength of 
the scriptural testimony it has to be admitted that God has engaged 
Himself in world-creation, either for the good of the created beings 
or through His own playful pleasurable activity. The enjoyment of 
playful activity is not to be explained as anything negative, as 
avoidance of ennui or langour, hut as a movement which produces 
pleasure of itself*. When we hear of God*s anger, this is not to be 
regarded as indicating any disappointment on God’s part, for He 
is ever complete in Himself and has nothing to attain or to lose. 
So God’s anger is to be interpreted simply as meaning His desire 
to punish those who deserve punishment. 

* prakrtitfi purufam caVva praviiy&'tme-cchayd harifi, 
kfobhaydnUisa samprdpte sarga~kdle vyayd-vyayau. . 

Sarvdrtha-siddhiy p. 25a. 

* knfd-yogdd arati-yogah tad-abhdvdd vd tad^ahhdvafi sydt, mai'vatft kn 4 d hi 
priti-vUefa-prabhavaf^ svayatp-priyo vydpdraht. Ibid. p. 255. 
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According to the Ramanuja system the individual souls and the 
material world form the body of God {iarira). Anantarya of the 
Sesarya family, following Venkata’s treatment of this doctrine in 
the Nyaya-siddha-njanaj elaborates upon the same and enters into 
a critical analysis of the conception and significance of the notion of 
the body of God, which is not unworthy of our notice. He refuses 
to accept the view that the notion of body (sartra) involves a class- 
concept (jdli) ; for though the notion of a body is found applicable 
in each specific instance of a body, the existence of such a notion 
is always associated with one or other of those specific instances and 
as such it does not justify the assumption of the existence of a 
separate category as a self-existent universal bodiness. All that one 
can say is that there is a universal notion of bodiness associated 
with the individual bodies'. All notions of class-concepts may 
therefore be explained in the same manner as notions which are 
associated with particular kinds of groupings in their aggregate 
characters, and in this way they may be regarded as somewhat 
similar to collective notions such as an army or assembly®. Vatsya 
Srinivasa, however, in his Ramanuja-siddhanta-samgraha^ explains 
the notion of class-concepts as being based upon the notion of close 
similarity of collocativc groupings. He says that when two col- 
locative groupings are both called cow, nothing more is seen than 
those individual collocative groupings. That they are both called 
cow is due to the fact of close similarity (sausadrsya) subsisting be- 
tween those groupings®. Thus there is no other entity apart from 

^ na ce'dam satiram idam sarfram ity anugata-pratltir eva iat-sddhikd, 
anugatd-pratileh hadhaka-virahe jati-sadhakatvad iti vdeyarp, siddhante anugata- 
pratUeh samsthdna^vifayakatvena tad~atirikta-idti-sddh€ikatvd^sambhavdt. Anan- 
tarya, Sarlra-vadii (MS.). 

* eka-jdtlyam iti vyavahdrasya tat^tad-upadhi vUefeno^papatteh^ rdsi-sainya~ 
parifod-aranyd-difv aikya-vyavahdrddivat, upddhii cd*yam anekefdm eka^smrti-^ 
samdrohah, Nyaya-siddha-njana, p. 180. 

* ayam sasna-diman ayam api sdsnd-dimdn iti sasnd^dir eva anuvrtta^ 
vyai'ahdra-vifayo drsyate, anuvrtta-dhl-vyavahdra-vifayas tad~atirikto na kas cid 
api drsyate. tasmad ubhaya-sampratipanna-samsthdnenai *va susadrio-pddhuvasad 
anugata-dhl-vyavahdro-papattdv atirikta-kalpane mdnd-bhdvdtt susadfiatvam eva 
gotvd‘dlndm anuvrttih. Rdmanuja^siddhantasantgraha (MS.). 

Vatsya Srinivasa defines close similarity as the special character which may 
be regarded as the cause of the apprehension of generality amidst differences 
(pratiyogi-nirapya- prativyakti- vilakfana-vi^aya- niftha- sadrsa-vyavahdra- sddhd- 
rana^kdratta^dharma-visefah sausadrsyam). This similarity leads to the applica- 
tion of names to similar objects. When it subsists between two substances, we 
call it similarity of character (dharma^sadrsya). When it subsists between entities 
other than substances (a-dravya) we call it similarity of essence (svo-rfipa- 
sddrJya). 
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our notion of universality arising from specific similarity of similar 
groupings {tavad-visayaka-jnana-rupa-jdti-visayakatva-'f^ikarend). 

Anantarya refers to the definition of ianra m the Ramanuja’- 
bhdsya as that which is liable to be held or controlled in its entirety 
for the purpose of spirit, and is thus merely a means to its end 
{cetanasya yad dravyam sarvd-tmand svdrthe niyantum dhdrayitum 
iakyam tac cesfai-ka-svarupanca tat tasya svarUpam), Sudar- 
^anacarya, the author of the Sruta-prakdiikdy interprets this de- 
finition as meaning that when the movement of anything is wholly 
determined by the desire or will of any spirit and is thus controlled 
by it, the former is said to be the body of the latter {krti-prayiikta- 
sviya-cestd-sdmdnyakatva-rupa-niydmyatvam sartra-pada-pravrtti- 
nimittamy. When it is said that this body belongs to this soul, the 
sense of possession {adheyatva) is limited to the fact that the move- 
ments in general of that body are due to the will of that spirit or 
soul®. A servant cannot be called the body of his master on the 
same analogy, for only some of the movements of the servant are 
controlled by the will of the master. The assumption that underlies 
the above definition is that the movement in the animal and vege- 
table bodies presided over by individual souls and in the inanimate 
objects presided over by God is due to the subtle will-movements 
in these specific souls, though they may not always be apprehended 
by us®. 

But anticipating the objection that there is no perceptual evi- 
dence that the physico-biological movements of bodies arc due to 
subtle volitions of their presiding souls, a second definition of 
iartra has been suggested in the bhdsya of Ramanuja. According 
to this definition a body is said to be that which may as a whole be 
held fast and prevented from falling by the volitional efforts of a 
spirit^. But an objection may stilfbe raised against such a definition, 
as it cannot explain the usage which regards the souls as being the 


' Satfra-vada (MS.). 

• etaj-jlvasye'dam satlram ity-ddau adheyatvarfi tasya ca iarfrd-padarthai- 
kadek krtau arwyaydd vd taj-jJva-mftha-krti-prayukta-svlya-ceftd-sdmdnyakam 
idam iti bodhah. Ibid. 

• jlva-iartre vrksddau UvarasarTre parvatddau ca sUkfmasya tat-tat-krti- 
prayukta-ceft^-visefosya aUgfkdrdn na iaffra~vyaz)ahdra~vifayatvd^nupapattih. 
Ibid. 

^ yasya cetanasya yad draiyam sarvd^tmand dhdrayitum iakyam tat tasya 
iariram iti krti-prayukta-sva-pratiyoi^ika'-patana-pratibandhaka^samyoga- tdmdnya- 
vattvam sarlra-pada-pravrtti-nimittam: Ibid. 
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bodies of God {yasya'tmd iarirani). The souls have no weight and 
as such it is absurd to suppose that God prevents them from falling 
down, and in that way they are related to Him as bodies. The de- 
finition may therefore be modified to the extent that a body is that 
which is wholly held together in a contactual relation with a par- 
ticular spirit through its own volition^. But a further objection may 
also be raised against this modification, for the definitioot even so 
modified, fails to include time and other entities which are all- 
pervasive. Now the contactual relation subsisting between two 
all-pervasive entities is held to be eternal and uncaused. So the 
contactual relation of God with time and the like cannot be held to 
be caused by the volition of God, and if this be held to be the 
connotation of the body, time, etc., cannot be regarded as the body 
of God. So a different definition has been given which states that 
a body is a substance which is wholly dependent upon and sub- 
servient to a spirit. Dependence and subserviency are to be under- 
stood in the sense of productivity of a special excellence. Now, in 
the present context the special excellence which is produced in the 
spirit is its determination either as a cause or as an effect. When 
Brahman is regarded as cause, such causality can be understood 
only in relation to its association with the subtle constituents of 
matter and individual souls, and its evolution into the effect-stage 
as the manifold w'orld is intelligible only through the transformation 
of .he subtle matter-constituents in gross maverial forms and the 
spirits as endeavouring towards perfection through their deeds and 
rebirths. Brahman as such, without its relation to matter and souls, 
can be regarded neither as cause nor as effect. That it can be viewed 
as cause and effect is only because it is looked at in association with 
the causal or the effectuated states of matter and souls. The latter, 
therefore, are regarded as His body because they by their own states 
serve His purpose in reflecting Him as cause and effect. 

The definition, however, needs a further modification in so far 
as the determining relation of the body is such that there is never 
a time when such a relation did not subsist. The relation con- 
ceived in this way {aprthak-siddha) is not something extraneous, 
but is a defining constituent of both the body and the soul, i.e. so 
long as either of them exists they must have that relation of the 

* Patana-pratibandhakatvam parityajya krti-prayukta^sva-pratiyogika-sarn^ 
yoga-sdmdnyasya sarlra-pada~pravrtti~nimittatv<i~svlkdr€*pt k^ftti^virahdt. jSafira- 
vdda. 
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determiner and the determined (yavat sattvam asambandhana- 
rthayor evd'prthak sambandha-bhyupagamaty. Thus, even the em- 
ancipated souls are associated with bodies, and it is held that with 
death the body associated with the living soul is destroyed; the so- 
called dead body is not the body with which the living soul was in 
association^. But it may again be objected that the soul also de- 
termines the actions and efforts of the body and being inseparably 
connected with it, the soul may also be called the body of the body 
according to the definition. To meet this objection the definition is 
further modified, and it is held that only such inseparable relation 
as determines the causality or effectness in association with the 
production of knowledge can be regarded as constituting the con- 
dition of a body. The whole idea is that a body, while inseparably 
connected with the soul, conditions its cognitive experiences, and 
this should be regarded as the defining characteristic of a body®. 
This definition of Sarira is, of course, very different from the 
Nyaya definition of “body** (sartra) as the support {dsraya) of 
effort {cesfa)^ senses {tndriya)^ and enjoyment {bhogay. For in such 
a definition, since there may be movement in the furthest ex- 
tremities of the body which is not a direct support of the original 
volition of the soul, the definition of the notion of support has to be 
so far extended as to include these parts which are in association 
with that which was directly moved by the soul. Extending this 
principle of indirect associations, one might as well include the 
movement of objects held in the hand, and in that case the ex- 
traneous objects might also be regarded as body, which is impos- 
sible. The defence of the Naviyayikas would, of course, be by the 

^ Sarira~vSda, p. 8 (MS.). 

* mrta-sarirasya jlva-sambandha-rahitatayd'pi avasthana-darsanena yavat- 
sattvam asambandhd-narhatva-virahacT iti cet na purva-sariratayd*vasthitasya 
dravyasya cetana-viyogd-nantara-kfane eva ndid-bhyUpagamena anupapatti- 
virahdt. Ibid. 

* tac-che^atvam hi tan-nifthd-tiiayd-dhdyakatvam, prakjrte ca tan-ni^thd- 
tiiayah kdryatva-kdranatvd-nyatara-upo jhdnd-vacchinnd-nuyogitdkd-pfthak’- 
siddhi-sambandhd-vacchinna-kdryatva-kdranatvd-nyataTd-vacchedakatvarp sartra 
pada-pravrtti-nimittam ityarthah. Ibid. 

Brahman as associated with subtle matter and spirits is the cause, and as 
associated with gross matter and the souls passing through diverse gross states 
may be regarded as effect. The subtle and the gross states of matter and spirits 
may thus be regarded as determining the causal and effect states of the Brahman. 
— sUkfma-dd-acid-viiifta-brahmanah kdraruitvdt sthfUlarcid-acid-visi^pasya ca tasya 
kdryatvdt brahma-niftha-kdryatva-kdra^tvd-nyatard-vacchedakatvasy a pra- 
panca-sdmdnye sattvdt. Ibid. 

* Cesfe-ndriyd-rthd-irayah sariraml ^N'ydya^sQtra, i. i. ii. 
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introduction of the relation of inseparable coherence {samavayii) in 
which the parts of a body are connected together in a way different 
from any other object. But it has already been pointed out that the 
samavdya relation is not admitted by the Ramanujists. 

Brahman may be regarded as the material cause of the world 
through its body as prakrti and the souls. Though a material cause, 
it is also the instrumental cause just as the individual souls are the 
efficient causes of their own experiences of pleasure and pain 
(through their own deeds), of which, since the latter inhere in the 
former, they may be regarded as their material causes. On the 
other hand, God in Himself, when looked at as apart from His 
body, may be regarded as unchangeable. Thus, from these two 
points of view God may be regarded as the material and efficient 
cause and may also be regarded as the unchanging cause. 

Bhaskara and his followers hold that Brahman has two parts, a 
spirit part (cidamsa) and a material part (acidamia)y and that it 
transforms itself through its material part and undergoes the cycles 
of karma through the conditions of such material changes. Bhas- 
kara thinks that the conditions are a part of Brahman and that even 
in the time of dissolution they remain in subtle form and that it is 
only in the emancipated stage that the conditions {upddhi)y which 
could account for the limited appearance of Brahman as individual 
souls, are lost in Brahman. Venkata thinks that the explanation 
through the conception of iipadhi is misleading. If the upadhi con- 
stitutes by mere conjunction, then since they are all conjoined 
with God, God Himself becomes limited. If the conception of 
upadhi be made on the analogy of space within a jug or a cup, 
where space remains continuous and it is by the movement of the 
conditioning jugs or cups that the space appears to be limited by 
them, then no question of bondage or emancipation can arise. The 
conception of upadhi cannot be also on the analogy of the container 
and the contained, as water in the jug, since Brahman being con- 
tinuous and indivisible such a conception would be absurd. The 
upadhis themselves cannot be regarded as constitutive of individual 
souls, for they are material in their nature. Yadavapraka^a holds 
that Brahman is of the nature of pure universal being {sarvd-tmakam 
sad^rupam brahma) endowed with three distinct powers as con- 
sciousness, matter and God, and through these powers it passes 
through the various phenomenal changes which are held up in it 
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and at the same time are one with it, just as one ocean appears in 
diverse forms as foam, billows and waves. Venkata says that in- 
stead of explaining the world-creation from these makeshift points 
of view, it is better to follow the scriptures and regard Brahman as 
being associated with these changes through its body. It is wrong 
also to regard God, world and spirit as being phenomenal modi- 
fications of one pure being as Katyayana does^ For the scriptures 
definitely assert that God and the changeless Brahman are one and 
identical. If the transformation is regarded as taking place through 
the transformation of the powers of Brahman, ther the latter cannot 
be regarded as the material cause of the world, nor can these trans- 
formations be regarded as creations of Brahman. If it is said that 
Brahman is both identical and different from its powers, then such 
a view would be like the relative pluralism of the Jains. I'here is a 
further view that Brahman in His pure nature exists as the world, 
the souls and God, though these are different and though in them 
His pure nature as such is not properly and equally evident. 
Venkata holds that such a view is contradicted by our experience 
and by scriptural texts. There is again another view according to 
which Brahman is like an ocean of consciousness and bliss, and out 
of the joy of self-realization undergoes various transformations, a 
small portion of which he transforms into matter and infuses the 
spiritual parts into its modifications. Thus, Brahman transforms 
itself into a number of limited souls which undergo the various 
experiences of pleasure and pain, and the whole show and pro- 
cedure becomes a source of joy to Him. It is not a rare phenomenon 
that there are beings who derive pleasure from performing actions 
painful to themselves. The case of incarnations (avatdra) again 
corroborates this view, otherwise there would be no meaning in 
the course of misery and pain which they suffer of their own free 
will. Venkata observes that this view is absolutely hollow. There 
may be fools who mistake painful actions for sources of pleasure. 
But it is unthinkable that Brahman, who is all-knowing and all- 
powerful, should engage in an undertaking which involves for Him 
even the slightest misery and pain. The misery of, even a single 
individual is sufficient evil and the total miseries of the whole 

^ Uvara-vydkrta-pranair virdt^sindhur ivo*miibhih 

yat pranrtya diva bhuir tastaai sad-brahmane namah. 

Kdtydyana-kartUd^ quoted in Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 298. 
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world of individual selves are intolerable in the extreme. Therefore, 
how can Brahman elect to shoulder all this misery of His own free 
choice without stultifying Himself? The case of incarnations is to 
be understood as that of actors on the stage. Further, this view con- 
tradicts the testimony of all scriptures. Venkata thinks that the 
view of his school is free from all these objections, as the relation 
of the Brahman and individuals is neither one of absolute identity 
nor one of identity and difference but one of substance and adjuncts. 
The defects in the adjuncts cannot affect the substance nor can the 
association between them be a source of pollution to Brahman, the 
substance, because association becomes so only when it is deter- 
mined by karma}. 

On the theological side Venkata accepts all the principal re- 
ligious dogmas elaborated in the Pancardtrq works. God is, of 
course, omniscient, omnipotent and all-complete. His all-com- 
pleteness, however, does not mean that He has no desires. It only 
means that I lis desires or wishes are never frustrated and His wishes 
are under His own control^. What we call our virtue and sins also 
proceed through His pleasure and displeasure. His displeasure 
docs not bring any suffering or discomfort. But the term “dis- 
pleasure” simply indicates that God has a particular attitude in 
which He may punish us or may not extend His favour. 

The scriptural injunctions are but the commands of God. 
There is no separate instrumental as apurva or adrsta which stands 
between the performance of deeds and their fruition and which, 
while it persists when the deeds are over, brings about the effects 
of these actions. But God alone abides and He is either pleased or 
displeased by our actions and He arranges such fruits of actions as 
He thinks fit®. The scriptures only show which kinds of actions will 
be pleasing to God and which are against His commands. The ob- 
ject of the scriptural sacrifices is the worship of God, and all the 
different deities that are worshipped in these sacrifices are but the 
different names of God Himself. All morality and religion are thus 

^ asman-mate tu visefana-gatd dofd na vUefyaffi sprsanti, aikya-hhedd-bhedd- 
nariglkdrdt, akarma-vasya-sanisargaja-dofdndm asambhavdcca. Tattva-muktd^ 
kaldpot p. 302. 

‘ apta-kama-iabdas tdv€id Uitur eftavyd-bhdvam icchd-rdhityani vd na brQte 
. . . i^tam sarvam asya prdptam eva bhavatui tdtparyam grdhyam . . . sarva~ 
kdrya-vifaya-pratihatd-nanyd-dhlne^chdvdn Isvarafi, jlvas lu na tathd. Ibid. 
p. 386. 

* tat^tat-karmd-carana-parinate-svara-buddhi^viiefaevaadrstam. Ibid. p. 665. 
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reduced in this system to obedience to God’s commands and the 
worship of Him, It is by God’s grace that one can attain emancipa- 
tion when there is an ultimate expansion of one’s intellect, and by 
continual realization of the infinite nature of God one remains 
plunged as it were in an ocean of bliss compared with which the so- 
called worldly pleasures are but sufferings^. It is not ultimately 
given to man to be virtuous or vicious by his own efforts, but God 
makes a man virtuous or vicious at His own pleasure or displeasure, 
and rewards or punishes accordingly; and, as has already been said, 
virtue and vice are not subjective characters of the person but only 
different attitudes of God as He is pleased or displeased. Whom- 
soever He wishes to raise up He makes perform good actions, and 
whomsoever He wishes to throw down He makes commit sinful 
actions. The final choice and adjudgment rests with Him, and man 
is only a tool in His hands. Man’s actions in themselves cannot 
guarantee anything to him merely as the fruits of those actions, but 
good or bad fruits are reaped in accordance with the pleasure or 
displeasure of God^, 


Dialectical criticism against the Sankara School. 

The readers who have followed the present work so far must 
have noticed that the chief philosophical opponents of the Sri 
Vaisnava school of thought were Sankara and his followers. In 
South India there were other religious opponents of the Sri 
Vaisnavas, Saivas and the Jainas. Mutual persecution among the 
Sri Vaisnavas, Saivas and the Jainas is a matter of common his- 
torical knowledge. Conversion fjfom one faith to another also took 
place under the influence of this or that local king or this or that 
religious teacher. Many volumes were written for the purpose of 
proving the superiority of Narayana, Visnu or Krsna to Siva and 
vice versa. Madhva and his followers were also opponents of the 
Sri Vaisnavas, but there were some who regarded the philosophy 
of the Madhvas as more or less akin to the Sri Vaisnava thought. 

^ Tattva-muktd-kaldpa, pp. 663, 664., 

* sa evcinatfi bhatim gamayati^ sa enarjt prftah ptlndti efa eva sddhu karma 
kdrayati tatfi kfipdmy ajasram asubh^-nityd^di-bkih pramdna^iataih Ih^ara-priti^ 
kopdbhydtfi dharmd^dharma^pfiala^prdptir avagamyate. Ibid. p. 670. 
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There were others, however, who strongly criticized the views of 
Madhva, and Mahacarya’s Pdrasarya-vijaya and Parakala Yati’s 
Vijaytndra-pardjaya may be cited as examples of polemical dis- 
cussions against the Madhvas. The Sri Vaisnavas also rriticizcd 
the views of Bhaskara and Yadavaprakasa, and as examples of this 
the Vedartha^samgraha of Ramanuja, or the Vaditraya-kharjidana 
of Venkata may be cited. But the chief opponents of the Sri 
Vaisnava school were Sankara and his followers. The Sata-dusam 
is a polemical work of that class in which Vehkatanatha tried his 
best to criticize the views of Sankara and his followers The work is 
supposed to have consisted of one hundred polemical points of 
discussion as the name Sata-dusanl (century of refutations) itself 
shows. But the text, printed at the Sri Sudar^ana Press, Con- 
jeeveram, has only sixty-six refutations, as far as the manuscripts 
available to the present writer showed. This printed text contains a 
commentary on it by Mahacarya alias Ramanujadasa, pupil of 
Vadhula Srinivasa. But the work ends with the sixty-fourth re- 
futation, and the other two commentaries appear to be missing. 
The printed text has two further refutations — the sixty-fifth and 
sixty-sixth — which are published without commentary, and the 
editor, P. B, Anantacarya, says that the work was completed with 
the sixty-sixth refutation {samdptd ca ^ata’-dusani). If the editor’s 
remark is to be believed, it has to be supposed that the word Sata 
in Sata-dusani is intended to mean “many” and not “hundred,” 
It is, however, difficult to guess whether the remaining thirty-four 
refutations were actually written by Venkata and lost or whether 
he wrote only the sixty-six refutations now available. Many of 
these do not contain any new material and most of them are only of 
doctrinal and sectarian interest, with little philosophical or religious 
value, and so have been omitted in the present section, which closes 
with the sixty-first refutation. The sixty-second refutation deals 
with the inappropriateness of the Sankara Vedanta in barring the 
Sudras trom Brahma-knowledge, In the sixty-third, Venkata deals 
with the qualifications of persons entitled to study Veddnta 
(edhikari-viveka), in the sixty-fourth with the inappropriateness of 
the external garb and marks of the ascetics of the Sankara school, 
in the sixty-fifth with the prohibition of association with certain 
classes of ascetics, and in the sixty-sixth with the fact that Sankara’s 
philosophy cannot be reconciled with the Brahma-sutra. 

I 


Dili 
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First Direction. The view that Brahman is qualityless cannot 
give any satisfactory account of how the word Brahman can rightly 
denote this qualityless entity. For if it is qualityless it cannot be 
denoted by the term Brahman either in its primary sense or in any 
secondary sense of implication (laksand); for if the former is not 
possible, the second is also impossible, since ar implicative ex- 
tension of meaning can take place only when in any particular con- 
tent the primary meaning becomes impossible. We know also from 
the scriptural testimony that the word Brahman is often used in its 
primary meaning to denote the Great Being who is endowed with an 
infinite number of excellent qualities. The fact that there are many 
texts in which an aspect of qualitylessness is also referred to cannot 
be pushed forward as an objection, for these can all be otherwise 
explained, and even if any doubt arises the opponent cannot take 
advantage of it and assert that Brahman is qualityless. It is also not 
possible to say that the word Brahman denotes the true Brahman 
only by implication, for the scriptures declare the realization of the 
meaning of the word Brahman as being one of direct perception. 
So in the opponent’s view of Brahman, the word Brahman would 
be rendered meaningless. 

Second Direction. There cannot be any inquiry regarding 
Brahman according to Sankara’s interpretation of the term as a 
qualityless something. Sankara says that Brahman is known in a 
general manner as the self in us all; the inquiry concerning 
Brahman is for knowing it in its specific nature, i.e. whether it is 
the body endowed with consciousness, the overlord, pure self, or 
some other entity regarding which there are many divergences of 
opinion. Venkata urges that if the self-revelation of Brahman is 
beginningless it cannot depend on our making any inquiry about it. 
All that depends on causes and conditions must be regarded as an 
effect and in that sense Brahma-revelation would be an effect 
which is decidedly against Sankara’s intention. Thus, therefore, an 
inquiry regarding the general and specific nature of Brahman can- 
not deal with its own real pure nature. If, therefore, it is urged by 
the Sahkarites that this inquiry does not concern the real nature of 
Brahman, but only a false appearance of Brahman {upahita- 
svarupa)^ then the knowledge derived from this inquiry would also 
be of this false appearance and nothing would be gained by this 
false knowledge. Again, when Brahman is partless and self-re- 
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veaUng, there cannot be any meaning in knowing it in a general 
manner or in a specific manner, for no such distinction can be made 
in it. It must be known in its entirety or not known at all; there 
cannot be any distinction of parts such that there may be scope for 
different grades of knowledge in it. All inquiry (jtjnasa) however 
must imply that its object is known generally but that greater detail 
is sought; since Sankara’s unqualified homogeneous Brahman can- 
not be the object of such an inquiry, no such Brahman can be 
sought. Therefore, an inquiry can only be regarding a qualified 
object about which general or special knowledge is possible. The 
Sahkarites cannot legitimately urge that a distinction of general and 
Specific knowledge is possible in their view ; for it may be maintained 
that, though the Brahman may be known in a general manner, 
there is room for knowing it in its character as different from the 
illusory appearances, since if Brahman has no specific nature it is 
not possible to know it in a general manner {nirvisese sdm&nya-ni- 
^edhah). If it is urged that the knowledge of the world-appearance 
as false is the knowledge of Brahman, then there would be no dif- 
ference between Vedanta and the nihilism of Nagarjuna. 

Third Objection, Venkata here introduces the oft-repeated argu- 
ments in favour of the doctrine of the theory of Jndna^karma’- 
samuccaya as against the view of Sankara that a wise man has no 
duties. 

Fourth Direction, Venkata here says that all errors and illusions 
do not vanish merely by the knowledge that all world-appearance is 
false. The performance of the scriptural duties is absolutely neces- 
sary even when the highest knowledge is attained. This is well 
illustrated in the ordinary experience of a jaundiced person where 
the illusion of yellow is not removed merely by the knowledge of its 
falsity but by taking medicines which overcome the jaundice. 
Ultimate salvation can be obtained only by worshipping and adoring 
God the supreme Lord and not by a mere revelation of any philo- 
sophical wisdom. It is impossible to attain the final emancipation 
merely by listening to the unity texts, for had it been so then 
Sankara himself must have attained it. If he did so, he would have 
been merged in Brahman and would not have been in a position to 
explain his view to his pupils. The view that the grasping of the 
meaning of the unity texts is an immediate perception is also un- 
tenable, for our ordinary experience shows that scriptural know- 
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ledge is verbal knowledge and as such cannot be regarded as im- 
mediate and direct perception. 

Fifth Objection. Sankara’s reply to the above objection is that 
though the final knowledge of the identity of all things with self be 
attained yet the illusion of world-appearance may still continue 
until the present body be destroyed. To this Venkata asks that if 
avidya be destroyed through right knowledge, how can the world- 
appearance still continue? If it is urged that though the avidya be 
destroyed the root-impressions {vasand) may still persist, then it 
may be replied that if the vasand be regarded as possessing true 
existence then the theory of monism fails. If vdsand is regarded as 
forming part of Brahman, then the Brahman itself would be con- 
taminated by association with it. If vdsand is, however, regarded 
as a product of avidyd^ then it should be destroyed with the de- 
struction of avidya. Again, if the vdsand persists even after the 
destruction of avidyd, how is it to be destroyed at all? If it can be 
destroyed of itself, then the avidyd may as well be destroyed of 
itself. Thus there is no reason why the vdsand and its product, the 
world ppearance, should persist after the destruction of avidyd 
and the realization of Brahma-knowledge. 

Seventh Objection. Sankara and his followers say that the utter- 
ance of the unity text produces a direct and immediate perception 
of the highest truth in the mind of a man chastened by the acquire- 
ment of the proper qualifications for listening to the Vedantic in- 
structions. That the hearing of the unity texts produces the im- 
mediate and direct perception of the nature of self as Brahman has 
to be admitted, since there is no other way by which this could be 
explained. To this Venkata replies that if this special case of realiza- 
tion of the purport of the unity texts be admitted as a case of direct 
perception through the instrumentality of verbal audition only 
because there is no other means through which the pure knowledge 
of Brahman could be realized, then inference and the auditory 
knowledge of other words may equally well be regarded as leading 
to direct perception, for they also must be regarded as the only 
causes of the manifestation of pure knowledge. Moreover, if the 
causes of verbal knowledge be there, how is that knowledge to be 
prevented, and how is the direct and immediate perception to be 
produced from a collocation of causes which can never produce 
it? Any knowledge gained at a panicular time cannot be regarded 
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as the revelation of one individuated consciousness which is identical 
with all knowledge of all times or of all persons, and therefore the 
words which may lead to any such knowledge cannot be regarded 
as producing any such immediate realization (dparok^a). If it is 
held that there is no other cause leading to the realization of pure 
consciousness apart from what leads to the apprehension of the 
specific forms of such consciousness, then the same is tnje of all 
means of knowledge, and as such it would be true of inference and 
of verbal expressions other than the unity texts. It is not possible 
therefore to adduce for the unity texts claims which may not be 
possessed by other ordinary verbal expressions and inferential 
knowledge. In the case of such phrases as “You are the tenth,” if 
the person addressed had already perceived that he was the tenth, 
then the understanding of the meaning of such a phrase would only 
mean a mere repetition of all that was understood by such a per- 
ception; if, however, such a person did not perceive the fact of his 
being the tenth person, then the communication of this fact was 
done by the verbal expression and this so far cannot be regarded as 
direct, immediate or perceptual. It may be noted in this connection 
that though the object of knowledge may remain the same, yet the 
knowledge attained may be different on account of the ways of its 
communication. Thus, the same object may be realized perceptually 
in some part and non-perceptually in another part. Again, though 
Brahman is admittedly realized in direct perception, yet at the time 
of its first apprehension from such verbal phrases as “Thou art he” 
it is a verbal cognition, and at the second moment a realization is 
ushered in which is immediate and direct. But if the first cognition 
be not regarded as direct and immediate, why should the second be 
so? Again, the position taken by Sankara is that since disappearance 
of the falsity of world-appearance cannot be explained otherwise, 
the communication imparted by the understanding of the unity 
texts must be regarded as being immediate; for falsehood is re- 
moved by the direct and immediate realization of the real. But the 
world is not false; if it is regarded as false because it is knowable, 
then Brahman, being knowable, would also be false. Again, if the 
world-appearance be regarded as false, there is no meaning in 
saying that such an appearance is destroyed by right knowledge; 
for that which never exists cannot be destroyed. If it is helo that 
the world-appearance is not destroyed but only its knowledge 
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ceases, then it may be pointed out that a false knowledge may cease 
naturally with the change of one's mental state, just as the illusion 
of false silver may cease in deep dreamless sleep, or it may be re- 
moved by inferential and other kinds of cognition. There is no 
necessary implication that false knowledge must be removed only 
by direct and immediate knowledge. Again, if it is held that the 
cessation of the world-appearance means the destruction of its 
cause, then the reply is that no direct realization of reality is pos- 
sible unless the cause itself is removed by some other means. So 
long as there is a pressure on the retina from the fingers there will 
be the appearance of two moons. Thus it is meaningless to suppose 
that it is only by direct and immediate perception that the falsity 
of the world-appearance would cease. If the removal of the falsity 
of world-appearance simply means that the rise of a knowledge is 
contradictory to it, then that can be done even by indirect know- 
ledge, just as the false perception of two moons may be removed by 
the testimony of other persons that there is only one moon. But 
not only is the world not false and therefore cannot be removed, 
but verbal knowledge cannot be regarded as leading to immediate 
perception; even if it did, there must be other accessory conditions 
working along with it, just as in the case of visual perception, atten- 
tion, mental alertness, and other physical conditions are regarded 
as accessory factors. Thus, mere verbal knowledge by itself cannot 
bring about immediate realization. Nor is it correct to suppose that 
perceptual knowledge cannot be contradicted by non-perceptual 
knowledge, for it is well known that the notion of one continuous 
flame of a lamp is negated by the consideration that there cannot 
be a continuous flame and that what so appears is in reality but a 
series of different flames coming in succession. Thus, even if the 
realization of the purport of unity texts be regarded as a case of 
direct perception, there is no guarantee that it could not be further 
contradicted by other forms of knowledge. 

Tenth Direction. In refuting the reality of pure contentless 
consciousness, Venkata urges that even if such a thing existed it 
could not manifest by itself its own nature as reality, for if it did it 
could no longer be regarded as formless; since if it demonstrated 
the falsity of all content, such content would be a constituent part 
of it. If its reality were denionstrated by other cognitions, then it 
was obviously not self-luminoys.' Then, again, it may be asked, to 
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whom does this pure consciousness manifest itself? The reply of 
the Sahkarites is that it does not reveal itself to this or that person 
but its very existence is its realization. But such a reply would be 
far from what is normally understood by the term manifestation, 
for a manifestation must be for some person. The chief objection 
against the existence of a contentless consciousness is that no such 
thing can be experienced by us and therefore its priority and 
superiority or its power of illuminating the content imposed upon 
it cannot also be admitted. The illustration of bliss in the deep 
dreamless sleep is of no use; for if in that state the pure contentless 
consciousness was experienced as bliss, that could not be in the 
form of a subjective experience of bliss, as it could not be called 
contentless. A later experience after rising from sleep could not 
communicate to the perceiver that he was experiencing contentless 
consciousness for a long period, as there is no recognition of it and 
the fact of recognition would be irreconcilable to its so-called 
contentless character. 

Eleventh Oljection. In attempting to refute the existence of in- 
determinate knowledge (nirvikalpa) Venkata says that the so-called 
indeterminate knowledge refers to a determinate object {nirvikal- 
pakam api savisesa-visayakameva). Even at the very first moment of 
sense-contact it is the object as a whole with its manifold qualities 
that is grasped by the senses and it is such an object that is elabor- 
ated later on in conceptual forms. The special feature of the mra- 
kalpa stage is that in this stage of cognition no special emphasis is 
given to any of the aspects or qualities of the object. If, however, 
the determinate characters did not in reality form the object of the 
cognition, such characters could never be revealed in any of the 
later stages of cognition and the nirvikalpa could never develop into 
the savikalpa state. The characters are perceived in the first stage, 
but these characters assume the determinate form when in the later 
moments other similar characters are remembered. Thus a pure 
indeterminate entity can never be the object of perception. 

Twelfth Objection. The contention of the Sahkarite is that per- 
ception is directly concerned with pure being, and it is through 
nescience that the diverse forms are later on associated with it, and 
through such association they also seemingly appear as being 
directly perceived. Venkata says that both being and its characters 
are simultaneously perceived by our senses, for they form part of 
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the same object that determines our knowledge. Even universals 
can be the objects of our direct knowledge: it is only when these 
universals are distinguished from one another at a later moment 
that a separate mental operation involving its diverse functions 
becomes necessary. Again, if perception only referred to inde- 
terminate being, how then can the experience of the diverse objects 
and their relative differentiation be explained? 

Thirteenth Objection, In refuting the view of the Sankara 
school that the apprehension of “difference** either as a category or 
as a character is false, Venkata says that the experience of “dif- 
ference” is universal and as such cannot be denied. Even the much- 
argued “absence of difference** is itself different from “difference** 
and thus proves the existence of difference. Any attempt to refute 
“difference” would end in refuting identity as well; for these two 
are relative, and if there is no difference, there is no identity. 
Venkata urges that a thing is identical with itself and different from 
others, and in this way both identity and difference have to be 
admitted. 

Fourteenth Objection, The Sahkarites say that the world- 
appearance, being cognizable, is fal.'^ like the conch-shell-silver. 
But what is meant by the assertion that the world is false? It cannot 
be chimerical like the hare*s horn, for that would be contrary to our 
experience and the Sahkarite would not himself admit it. It cannot 
mean that the world is something which is different from both 
being and non-being, for no such entity is admitted by us. It can- 
not also mean that the world-appearance can be negated even 
where it seems to be real {pratipanno-padhau nisedha-pratiyogitvam), 
for if this negation cannot further be negated, then it must be either 
of the nature of Brahman and therefore false as world-appearance 
or different from it. The first alternative is admitted by us in the 
sense that the world is a part of Brahman. If the world-appearance 
can be negated and it is at the same time admitted to be identical 
with Brahman, then the negation would apply to Brahman itself. 
If the second alternative is taken, then since its existence is implied 
as a condition or explication of the negation, it itself cannot be 
denied. It cannot also be said that falsity means the appearance of 
the world in an entity where it does not exist {svd-tyantd-bhdva- 
samana-dhiharanatayd pratiyamdnatvam), for such a falsity of the 
world as not existing where it appears cannot be understood by 



xx] Dialectical criticism against the Sankara School 313 

perception, and if there is no perception for its ground no inference 
is also possible. If all perception is to be regarded as false, all in- 
ference would be impossible. It is said that world-appearance is 
false because it is different from the ultimate reality, the Brahman. 
Venkata, in answer to this, says that he admits the world to be dif- 
ferent from the Brahman though it has no existence independent 
and separable from it. Still, if it is argued that the world is false 
because it is different from reality, the reply is that there may be 
different realities. If it is held that since Brahman alone is real, its 
negation would necessarily be false, then the reply is that if 
Brahman is real its negation is also real. The being or reality that 
is attributed by Venkata to the world is that it is amenable to proof 
{pramanika). Truth is defined by Ramanuja as that which is 
capable of being dealt with pragmatically (vyavahara-yogyata 
sattvam), and the falsity of the assertion that the world is false is 
understood by the actual perception of the reality of the world. 
Again, the falsity of the world cannot be attempted to be proved by 
logical proof, for these fall within the world and would therefore be 
themselves false. Again, it may be said that Brahman is also in some 
sense knowable and so also is the world; it may be admitted for 
argument’s sake that Brahman is not knowable in an ultimate sense 
(pdramdrthika), so the world also is not knowable in an ultimate 
sense ; for, if it were, the Sahkarite could not call it false. If that is so, 
how could the Saiikarite argue that the world is false because it is 
knowable, for in that case Brahman would also be false? 

Sixteenth Objection, Again, it may be argued that the objects of 
the world are false because, though being remains the same, its 
content always varies. Thus we may say a jug exists, a cloth exists, 
but though these so-called existents change, “being” alone re- 
mains unchanged. Therefore the changeable entities are false and 
the unchangeable alone is real. Now it may be asked: what is the 
meaning of this change? It cannot mean any difference of identity, 
for in that case Brahman being different from other entities could 
be regarded as false. If, how^ever. Brahman be regarded as identical 
with the false world, Brahman itself would be false, or the world- 
appearance would be real being identical with the real Brahman. 
Spatial or temporal change can have nothing to do with deter- 
mining falsehood; the conch-shell-silver is not false because it does 
not exist elsewhere. Brahman itself is changeable in the sense that 
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it does not exist as unreal or as an entity which is neither being nor 
non-being. Change cannot here legitimately be used in the sense 
of destruction, for, even when the illusion of conch-shell-silver is 
discovered, no one says that the conch-shell-silver is destroyed 
{badha-vinasayor viviktatayaVva vyutpatteh). Destruction {vimia) 
is the dissolution of an entity, whereas vadha or contradiction is 
the negation of what was perceived. In such phrases as “a jug 
exists” or “a cloth exists,” the existence qualifies jug and cloth, 
but jug and cloth do not qualify existence. Again, though Brahman 
abides everywhere, it does not cause in us the cognition “jug 
exists” or “cloth exists.” Again, temporal variation in existence 
depends upon the cause of such existence, but it cannot render the 
existence of anything false. If non-illumination at any particular 
time be regarded as the criterion of falsehood, then Brahman also 
is false for it does not reveal itself before the dawn of emancipation. 
If it is held that Brahman is always self-revealing, but its revelation 
remains somehow hidden until emancipation is attained, then it 
may be said with the same force that the jug and the cloth also 
remain revealed in a hidden manner in the same way. Again, the 
eternity of illumination, or its uncontradicted nature, cannot be 
regarded as a criterion of reality, for it is faultlessness that is the 
cause of the eternity of self-illumination, and this has nothing to do 
with determining the nature of existence. Since the ordinary 
things, such as a jug or a cloth, appear as existent at some time, 
they are manifestations of the self-illumination and therefore real. 

An opposite argument may also be adduced here. Thus, it may 
be said that that which is not false does not break its continuity or 
does not change. Brahman is false, for it is without any continuity 
with anything else, and is differi^nt from everything else. 

Seventeenth Objection, The Sahkarites hold that since it is im- 
possible to explain the existence of any relation (whatever may be 
its nature) between the perceiver and the perceived, the perceived 
entity or the content of knowledge has to be admitted as false. In 
reply to this Venkata says that the falsity of the world cannot be 
adduced as a necessary implication (arthdpatti)^ for the establish- 
ment of a relation between the perceiver and the perceived is 
possible not by denying the latter but by affirming it. If, however, 
it is said that since the relation between the perceiver and the per- 
ceived can be logically proved chimerical, the necessary deduction 
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is that the perceived entity is false. To this the reply is that the 
falsity of the relation does not prove the falsity of the relata; the 
relation between a hare and a horn may be non-existent, but that 
will not indicate that both the hare and the horn are themselves 
non-existent. Following that argument, the perceiver might just 
as well be declared as false. If, however, it is contended that the 
perceiver, being self-luminous, is self-evident and cannot there- 
fore be supposed to be false, the reply is, that even if, in the absence 
of the act of perceiving, the perceiver may be regarded as self- 
revealing, what harm is there in admitting the perceived to have 
the same status even when the perceiver is denied? If, however, 
it is said that the cognition of objects cannot be admitted to be self- 
established in the same way as the objects themselves, it may be 
asked if consciousness is ever perceived to be self-revealed. If it is 
said that the self-revealing character of consciousness can be esta- 
blished by inference, then by a counter-contention it may be held 
that the self-revealing character of the universe can also be proved 
by a suitable inference. It may again be questioned whether, if the 
Sahkarite wishes to establish the self-revealing nature of Brahman 
by inference, its objectivity can be denied, and thus the original 
thesis that Brahman cannot be the object of any process of cognition 
must necessarily fail. 

The Sahkarite may indeed contend that the followers of Rama- 
nuja also admit that the objects are revealed by the cognition of the 
self and hence they are dependent on the perceiver. The reply to 
such a contention is that the followers of Ramanuja admit the ex- 
istence of self-consciousness by which the perceiver himself is re- 
garded as cognized. If this self-consciousness is regarded as false, 
then the self-luminous self would also be false; and if this self- 
consciousness be admitted as real, then the relation between them 
is real. If the self-revealing consciousness be regarded as im- 
possible of perception and yet real, then on the same analogy the 
world may as well be regarded as real though unperceived. 

The objection that the known is regarded as false, since it is 
difficult logically to conceive the nature of the relation subsisting 
between the knower and the known, is untenable, for merely on 
account of the difficulty of conceiving the logical nature of the 
relation one cannot deny the reality of the related entity which is 
incontestably given in experience. Therefore the relation has some- 
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how to be admitted. If relation is admitted to be real because it is 
experienced, then the world is also real because it is also experienced. 
If the world is false because it is inexplicable, then falsity itself 
would be false because it is inexplicable. 

The objection that there can be no relation between the past 
and the future is groundless, for the very fact that two things exist 
in the present time would not mean that they are necessarily re- 
lated, e.g. the hare and the horn. If, however, it is said that it may 
be true that things which exist in the present time are not necessarily 
related, yet there are certain entities at present which are related, 
so also there are certain things in the present which are related with 
certain other things in the past and the future. It is no doubt true 
that the relation of contact is not possible between things of the 
present and the future, but that does not affect our case, for certain 
relations exist between entities at present, and certain other rela- 
tions exist between entities in the present and the future. What re- 
lations exist in the present, past and future have to be learnt by 
experience. If spatial contiguity be a special feature of entities at 
present, temporal contiguity would hold between entities in pre- 
sent, past and future. However, relation does not necessarily mean 
contiguity; proximity and remoteness may both condition the 
relation. Relations are to be admitted just as they are given by ex- 
perience, and are indefinable and unique in their specific nature. 
Any attempt to explain them through mediation would end in a 
conflict with experience. If an attempt is made to refute all rela- 
tions as such on the ground that relations would imply further re- 
lations and thus involve a vicious infinite, the reply is that the 
attempt to refute a relation itself involves relation and therefore 
according to the opponent's owp supposition stands cancelled. 
A relation stands by itself and does not depend on other relations 
for its existence. 

Eighteenth Objection. In refuting the view of the Sankarites that 
self-luminous Brahman cannot have as an object of illumination 
anything that is external to it, Venkata argues that if nescience be 
itself inherent in Brahman from beginningless time, then there 
would be no way for Brahman to extricate itself from its clutches 
and emancipation would be impossible. Then the question may be 
asked, whether the avidya is different from Brahman or not. If it 
be different, then the monism' of *the Sankara philosophy breaks 
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down; if it be non-different, then also on the one hand Brahman 
could not free itself from it and on the other hand there could be no 
evolution of the avidya which has merged itself in the nature of the 
Brahman, into the various forms of egoism, passions, etc. If this 
avidya be regarded as false and therefore incapable of binding the 
free nature of Brahman, the objection may still be urged that, if 
this falsehood covers the nature of Brahman, how can it regain its 
self-luminosity ; and if it cannot do so, that would mean its de- 
struction, for self-luminosity is the very nature of Brahman. If the 
avidya stands as an independent entity and covers the nature of 
Brahman, then it would be difRcult to conceive how the existence 
of a real entity can be destroyed by mere knowledge. According to 
Ramanuja’s view, however, knowledge is a quality or a character- 
istic of Brahman by which other things are known by it; experience 
also shows that a knower reveals the objects by his knowledge, and 
thus knowledge is a characteristic quality of the knower by which 
the objects are known. 

Nineteenth Objection, In refuting the view of Sankara that 
ignorance or avidya rests in Brahman, Venkata tries to clarify the 
concept of ajhdna. He says that ajfidna here cannot mean the 
absolute negation of the capacity of being the knower; for this 
capacity, being the essence of Brahman, cannot be absent. It 
{ajhdna) cannot also mean the ignorance that precedes the rise 
of any cognition, for the Sahkarites do not admit knowledge as 
a quality or a characteristic of Brahman; nor can it mean the 
negation of any particular knowledge, for the Brahman-con- 
sciousness is the only consciousness admitted by the Sahkarites. 
This ajhdna cannot also be regarded as the absence of knowledge, 
since it is admitted to be a positive entity. The ajhdna which 
can be removed by knowledge must belong to the same knower 
who has the knowledge and must refer to the specific object 
regarding which there was absence of knowledge. Now since 
Brahman is not admitted by the Sahkarites to be knower, it is im- 
possible that any ajhdna could be associated with it. The view that 
is held by the members of the Ramanuja school is that the indi- 
vidual knowers possess ignorance in so far as they are ignorant of 
their real nature as self-luminous entities, and in so far as they 
associate themselves with their bodies, their senses, their passions, 
and other prejudices and ideas. When they happen to discover their 
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folly, their ignorance is removed. It is only in this way that it can 
be said to be removed by knowledge. But all this would be im- 
possible in the case of Brahman conceived as pure consciousness. 
According to the view of Ramanuja’s school, individual knowers are 
all in their essential natures omniscient; it is the false prejudice and 
passions that cover up this omniscience whereby they appear as 
ordinary knowers who can know things only under specific con- 
ditions. 

Twentieth Objection, Venkata, in refuting the definition of 
immediate intuition (anubhuti) as that which may be called 
immediate perception without being further capable of being an 
object of awareness {avedyatve sati aparoksa-vyavahdra-yogyatvam)^ 
as given by Citsukhacarya in his Tattva-pradipikd, raises certain 
objections against it as follows. It is urged by the Sahkarites that 
if the immediate intuition be itself an object of further cognitive 
action, then it loses its status as immediate intuition and may be 
treated as an object like other objects, e.g. a jug. If by the words 
‘‘immediate intuition” rt is meant that at the time of its operation 
it is self-expressed and does not stand in need of being revealed by 
another cognition, then this is also admitted by Ramanuja. Further- 
more, this intuition at the time of its self-revelation involves with 
it the revelation of the self of the knower as well. Therefore, so far 
as this meaning of intuition is concerned, the denial of self- 
revelation is out of place. 

The words ‘‘immediate intuition” (anubhuti) are supposed to 
have another meaning, viz. that the intuition is not individuated in 
separate individual cognitions as limited by time, space or indi- 
vidual laws. But such an intuition is never experienced, for not 
only do we infer certain cognitions as having taken place in certain 
persons or being absent in them, but we also speak of our own 
cognitions as present in past and future, such as ‘‘I know it,” 
“I knew it” and the like, which prove that cognitions are tem- 
porally limited. It may be asked whether this immediate intuition 
reveals Brahman or anything else; if it reveals Brahman, then it 
certainly has an object. If it is supposed that in doing so it simply 
reveals that which has already been self-expressed, even then it will 
be expressive of something though that something stood .already 
expressed. This would involve a contradiction between the two 
terms of the thesis avedyatve sati aparoksa-vyavahara-yogyatvam^ 
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for, following the arguments given above, though the Brahman 
may be regarded as immediate, yet it has been shown to be capable 
of being made an object of intuition. If on the other alternative this 
intuition expresses something else than Brahman, that would bring 
the opponent to a conclusion not intended by him and contra- 
dictory as well. 

Just as one may say that one knows a jug or a cloth or an orange, 
so one may say that one knows another man’s awareness or one’s own. 
In this way an awareness can be the object of another awareness 
just as another object. Again, if one cannot be aware of another 
man’s awareness, the use of language for mental understanding 
should cease. 

If the immediate intuition itself cannot be made an object of 
awareness, that would mean that it is not known at all and conse- 
quently its existence would be chimerical. It cannot be urged that 
chimerical entities are not perceivable because they are chimerical, 
but entities do not become chimerical because they cannot be per- 
ceived, for the concomitance in the former proposition is not con- 
ditional. The Sahkarites would not hold that all entities other than 
immediate intuition are chimerical. It may also be held that chi- 
merical entities are not Immediate intuition because they are chi- 
merical; but in that case it may also be held that these objects (e.g. 
a jug) are not immediate intuition because of their specific characters 
as jug, etc. The whole point that has to be emphasized here is that 
the ordinary' objects are other than immediate intuition, not be- 
cause they can be known but because of their specific characters. 
The reason that an entity cannot be called immediate intuition if it 
can be known is entirely faulty^. 

If, again, Brahman is manifest as only immediate intuition, 
then neither the scriptures nor philosophy can in any way help us 
regarding the nature of Brahman. 

Twenty-first Objection, The Sahkarites deny the production of 
individual cognitions. In their view all the various forms of so- 
callcd cognitions arise through the association of various modes of 
avidya with the self-luminous pure consciousness. In refuting this 
view Venkata urges that the fact that various cognitions arise in 
time is testified by universal experience. If the pure consciousness 
be always present and if individual cognitions are denied, then all 
^ Sata-dufo^, ii. 78. 
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objects ought to be manifested simultaneously. If, however, it is 
ascertained that though the pure consciousness is always present 
yet the rise of various cognitions is conditioned by other collocating 
causal circumstances, the reply is that such an infinite number of 
causal conditions conditioning the pure consciousness would be 
against the dictum of the Sahkarites themselves, for this would be 
in conflict with their uncompromising monism. Now if, again, it is 
held thLt the cognitive forms do really modify the nature of pure 
consciousness, then the pure consciousness becomes changeable, 
which is against the thesis of Sankara. If it is held that the forms 
are imposed on pure consciousness as it is and by such impositions 
the specific objects are in their turn illuminated by consciousness, 
then the position is that in order that an object may be illuminated 
such illumination must be mediated by a false imposition on the 
nature of pure consciousness. If the direct illumination of objects 
is impossible, then another imposition might be necessary to 
mediate the other false impositions on the nature of pure conscious- 
ness, and that might require another, and this would result in a 
vicious infinite. If the imposition is not false, then the conscious- 
ness becomes changeable and the old objection would recur. If, 
however, it is urged that the objects are illuminated independent 
of any collocating circumstances and independent of any specific 
contribution from the nature of the pure consciousness, then all 
objects (since they are all related to pure consciousness) might 
simultaneously be revealing. If, again, all cognitions are but false 
impositions on the nature of pure consciousness, then at the time 
of an illusory imposition of a particular cognition, say, a jug, no- 
thing else would exist, and this wqyld bring about nihilism. It may 
also be asked, if the Sankarite is prepared to deny the world on 
account of the impossibility of any relation subsisting between it 
and the perceiver, how' can he launch himself into an attempt to 
explain the relation of such a world with Brahman? 

On the other hand, the experience of us all testifies to the fact 
that we are aware of cognitions coming into being, staying, passing 
away, and having passed and gone from us; except in the case of 
perceptual experience, there is no difficulty in being aware of past 
and future events; so the objection that the present awareness can- 
not be related to past and future event.s is invalid. The objection 
that there cannot be awareness of past or future entities because 
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they are not existing now is invalid, for past and future entities also 
exist in their own specific temporal relations. Validity of awareness 
consists in the absence of contradiction and not in the fact of its 
relating to an entity of the present moment, for otherwise an il- 
lusory perception of the present moment would have to be con- 
sidered as valid. Thus, since it is possible to be aware of an aware- 
ness that was not there but which comes into being both by direct 
and immediate acquaintance and by inference, the vieW of the 
Sankarites denying the origination of individual awareness is in- 
valid. In the view of Ramanuja, knowledge is no doubt admitted 
to be eternal ; yet this knowledge is also admitted to have specific 
temporal characters and also specific states. Therefore, so far as 
these characters or states are concerned, origination and cessation 
would be possible under the influence of specific collocative cir- 
cumstances. Again, the objection that since pure consciousness is 
beginningless it cannot suffer changes is invalid, for the Sahkarites 
admit avidya also as beginningless and yet changeable. It may also 
be pointed out in this connection that the so-called contentless 
consciousness is never given in experience. Even the consciousness 
in dreamless sleep or in a swoon is related to the perceiver and 
therefore not absolutely contentless. 

Twenty-second Objection. It is urged by the Sankarites that the 
pure consciousness is unchanging because it is not produced. If, 
however, the word unchanging means that it never ceases to exist, 
it may be pointed out that the Sahkarites admit ajfidna to be un- 
produced and yet liable to destruction. Thus there is no reason why 
a thing should not be liable to destruction because it is not pro- 
duced. If it is urged that the destruction of avidya is itself false, 
then it may be pointed out with the same force that the destruction 
of all things is false. Moreover, since the Sahkarites do not admit 
any change to be real, the syllogism adduced by them that an entity 
which is unproduced is not changeable falls to the ground. The dif- 
ference between Sahkara’s conception of Brahman and that of 
Ramanuja is that according to the former Brahman is absolutely 
unchangeable and characterless, and according to the latter the 
Brahman is the absolute, containing within it the world and the 
individual beings and all the changes involved in them. It is un- 
changeable only in so far as all the dynamical change rises from 
within and there is nothing else outside it which can affect it. That 


Dill 


az 



322 Philosophy of the Ram&nuja School of Thought [ ch . 

is, the absolute, though changeable within it, is absolutely self- 
contained and self-sustained, and is entirely unaffected by anything 
outside it. 

Twenty-third Objection. The Sahkarites urge that since con- 
sciousness is unproduced it cannot be many, for whatever is many 
is produced, e.g. the jug. If it is a pure consciousness which appears 
as many through the conditioning factors of avidya^ it may be 
asked in this connection whether, if the pure consciousness cannot 
be differentiated from anything else, it may as well be one with the 
body also, which is contrary to Sankara’s thesis. If, however, it is 
replied that the so-called difference between the body and the pure 
consciousness is only a false difference, then it would have to be 
admitted and that would militate against the changeless character 
of Brahman as held by the Sahkarites. Again, if the real difference 
between the body and the pure consciousness be denied, then it 
may be urged that the proposition following from it is that things 
which in reality differ are produced (e.g. the jug); but according to 
the Sahkarites jug, etc., are also not different from Brahman, and 
thus a proposition like the above cannot be quoted in support. 
Moreover, since the avidyd is unproduced, it follows that according 
to the maxim of the Sahkarites it would not be different from 
Brahman which, however, the Sahkarites would undoubtedly be 
slow to accept. It cannot also be held that an awareness does not 
differ from another awareness on the supposition that different 
awarenesses are but seeming forms imposed upon the same con- 
sciousness, for so long as we speak of difference we speak only of 
apparent difference and of apparent divergent forms; and if the 
apparent divergent forms are admitted, it cannot be said that they 
are not different. Again, it is urged that the same moon appears as 
many through wavy water, so it Ts the same awareness that appears 
as many, though these are identically one. To this the reply is that 
the analogy is false. The image-moon is not identical with the moon, 
so the appearances are not identical with awareness. If it is said 
that all image-moons are false, then on the same analogy all aware- 
nesses may be false and then if only one consciousness be true as a 
ground of all awarenesses then all awarenesses may be said to be 
equally true or equally false. Again, as to the view that the prin- 
ciple of consciousness as such does not differ from individual 
cognitions, such a position is untenable, because the Ramanujists 
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do not admit the existence of an abstract principle of consciousness ; 
with them all cognitions are specific and individual. It may be 
pointed out in this connection that according to the Ramanujists 
consciousness exists in the individuals as eternal qualities, i.e. it 
may suffer modification according to conditions and circum- 
stances. 

Twenty-fourth Objection. In objecting to the unqualified cha- 
racter of pure consciousness Venkata says that to be unqualified is 
also a qualification. It differs from other qualities only in being 
negative. Negative qualifications ought to be deemed as objection- 
able as the positive ones. Again, Brahman is admitted by the 
Sahkarites to be absolute and unchangeable, and these are quali- 
fications. If it is replied that these qualifications are also false, then 
their opposite qualifications would hold good, viz. Brahman would 
be admitted as changeable. Again, it may be asked how this un- 
qualified character of Brahman is established. If it is not esta- 
blished by reason, the assumption is invalid; if it is established by 
reason, then that reason must exist in Brahman and it will be quali- 
fied by it (the reason). 

Twenty-fifth Objection. Venkata denies the assumption of the 
Sahkarites that consciousness is the self because it reveals it to 
itself on the ground that if whatever reveals it to itself or whatever 
stands self-revealed is to be called the self, then pleasure and pain 
also should be identical with the self, for these are self-revealed. 
Vehka^ further urges that the revelation of knowledge is not abso- 
lutely unconditional because revelation is made to the perceiver’s 
self and not to anything and everything, a fact which shows that it 
is conditioned by the self. It may also be pointed out that the re- 
velation of knowledge is not made to itself but to the self on one 
hand and to the objects on the other in the sense that they form 
constituents of knowledge. Again, it is testified by universal ex- 
perience that consciousness is different from the self. It may also 
be asked whether, if consciousness be identical with the self, this 
consciousness is unchangeable or changeable. Would later recog- 
nition be impossible? In the former alternative it may further be 
asked whether this unchanging consciousness has any support or 
not; if not, how can it stand unsupported? If it has a support, then 
that support may well be taken as the knower, as is done by the 
Ramanujists. It may also be pointed out here that knowledge being 
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a character or a quality cannot be identified with that (viz. the self) 
which possesses that character. 

Twenty-sixth Objection. The Sankarites assert that the self is 
pure consciousness. Therefore the perception of self as “T* is 
false, and therefore this notion of “I** is obsolete both in dreamless 
sleep and emancipation. To this Venkata’s reply is that if the notion 
of ‘T” is obsolete in dreamless sleep, then the continuity of self- 
consciousness is impossible. It is no doubt true that in dreamless 
sleep the notion of the self as “I” is not then manifestly ex- 
perienced, but it is not on that account non-existent at the time, for 
the continuity of the self as “ T ” is necessarily implied in the fact 
that it is experienced both before the dreamless sleep and after it. 
Since it is manifestly experienced both before and after the dream- 
less sleep, it must be abiding even at the time of the sleep. And 
this self-consciousness itself refers to the past and the present as 
a continuity. If this ego-notion was annihilated during the dream- 
less sleep, then the continuity of experience could not be explained 
{tnadhye cd^hama-rthd-bhdve samskdra-dhdrd-bhdvatypratisandhdnd- 
bhdva-prasahgas ca). It is a patent fact that in the absence of the 
knower neither ignorance nor knowledge can exist. It cannot also 
be said that the continuity of experience is transmitted to pure 
consciousness or avidyd during the dreamless sleep; for the pure 
consciousness cannot be a repository of experiences, and if avidyd 
is the repository it would be the knower, which is impossible; and 
the fact of recognition would be unexplainable, for the experience 
associated with avidyd cannot be remembered by the entity to 
which the ego-notion refers. Moreover, the experience of a man 
rising from sleep who feels ‘T slept happily so long” indicates that 
the entity referred to by the ego-notion was also experienced during 
the sleep. Even the experience referring to the state in dreamless 
sleep as “I slept so soundly that I even did not know myself” also 
indicates that the self was experienced at that time as being ignorant 
of its specific bodily and other spatial and temporal relations. It 
cannot be contended that the entity denoted by the ego-notion 
cannot abide even in emancipation, for if there was no entity in 
emancipation no one would attempt to attain to this stage. The 
existence of pure qualityless consciousness at the time of emancipa- 
tion would mean the annihilation of ihe self, and no one would ever 
be interested in his own self-destruction. Moreover, if the entity 
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denoted by the ego-notion is not a real entity, then the view (often 
put forward by the Sankarites) that the entity denoted by the ego- 
notion is often falsely identified with the body or the senses would 
be meaningless. If the illusion be due to a false imposition of 
false appearances, such as the body or the senses, on the pure con- 
sciousness, then that cannot be called the delusion of the ego- 
entity as the body and the senses. It cannot also be said that in the 
experience of the self as “I” there are two parts, the pure con- 
sciousness which is eternal and real and the egohood which is a 
mere false appearance. For if it is so in the ego-experience it might 
also be so in other experiences as objectivity as this or that. More- 
over, if this is so, what is there to distinguish the specific experience 
as subjectivity from the experience as objectivity? What is it that 
constitutes the special feature of subjectivity? Thus it may be con- 
fidently stated that the ego-entity is the real nature of the self. 

Twenty-seventh Objection. It is urged by the Sahkarites that the 
notion of the self as the knower is false because the uUimate reality, 
being the self-luminous Brahman, is absolutely unchangeable. The 
attribution of the characteristic of being a knower would be incom- 
patible with this nature. To this it may be replied that if the fact 
of being a knower is regarded as a changeable character, then being 
or self-luminosity would also be a character, and chey also would be 
incompatible with this nature. The change of the states of knowledge 
does not in any way affect the unchangeable nature of the self, for 
the self is not changed along with the change of the cognitions. 

Twenty-eighth Objection. It is wt*ll known that the Sankarites 
conceive of pure consciousness which is regarded as the witness 
{sdknn)y as it were, of all appearances and forms that are presented 
to it, and it is through its function as such a witness that these are 
revealed. It is through this 55*«-consciousness that the continuity 
of consciousness is maintained, and during dreamless sleep the 
blissfulness that is experienced is also made apparent to this sdkn- 
consciousness. The Ramanujists deny this mA^-consciousness be- 
cause it is unnecessary for them; its purpose is served by the func- 
tions of a knower whose consciousness is regarded as continuous in 
the waking state, in dreams, and also in dreamless sleep. Venkata 
urges that the manifestation of blissfulness which is one with pure 
consciousness is implied by the very nature of pure consciousness 
as self-revealed. It may also be pointed out that the sensuous 
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pleasures cannot be manifested during dreamless sleep; if this is so, 
why should a ja^-consciousness be admitted for explaining the 
experience of blissfulness during dreamless sleep? Since Brahman 
is not admitted to be a real knower, the conception of sdksin is not 
the same as that of a knower. It cannot also be a mere revelation; 
for if it be a revelation of itself as Brahman, then th«; mediation of 
the function of ra^fi-consciousness is unnecessary, and if it be of 
avidydj then through its association Brahman would be false. It 
cannot be that the functioning of the consciousness is one 
with the nature of Brahman, and yet that partakes of the nature of 
avidyd] for it cannot both be identical with Brahman and the avidyd. 
If the functioning of the s5A«-consciousness be false, a number of 
other sdknns is to be admitted, leading to a vicious infinite. Thus in 
whatsoever way one may try to conceive of the safot-consciousness, 
one fails to reconcile it either with reason or with experience. 

Twenty-ninth and thirtieth Objections, Venkata urges that the 
Sahkarites are wrong in asserting that scriptural testimony is 
superior in validity to perceptual experience. As a matter of fact, 
scriptural knowledge is not possible without perceptual experience. 
Therefore scriptures are to be interpreted in such a way that they 
do not come into conflia with the testimony of perceptual know- 
ledge. Therefore, since the perception proves to us the reality of 
the many around us, the scriptural interpretation that would try 
to convince us of their falsity is certainly invalid. The Sahkarites 
further urge and adduce many false illustrations to prove the pos- 
sibility of attaining right knowledge through false means (e.g. the 
fear that arises from the perception of false snakes, representations 
of things that are made by letters, and the combinations of letters 
which are combinations of lines)* But Venkata’s reply to it is that 
in all those cases where falsehood is supposed to lead us to truth it 
is not through falsehood that we come to truth but from one right 
knowledge to another. It is because the lines stand as true symbols 
for certain things that they are represented by them, and it is not 
possible to adduce any illustration in which falsehood may be sup- 
posed to lead us to truth. If, therefore, scriptures are false (in the 
ultimate sense) as Sahkarites would say, it would be impossible for 
them to lead us to the true Brahma-knowledge. 

Thirty-first Objection, The view of the Sahkarites that the 
emancipation may be attained by right knowledge even in this life 



xx] Dialectical criticism against the Sankara School 327 

before death, called by them Jivanmukti or emancipation in life, is 
denied by the Ramanujists, who hold that emancipation cannot be 
attained by right knowledge but by right actions and right feelings 
associated with right knowledge, and consequently emancipation 
is the result. Real separation of the association of the worldly 
things from the self can only come about after the body ceases to 
exist. Venkata points out that, so long as the body remains, per- 
ception of the ultimate truth as one is impossible, for such a person 
is bound to be aware of the existence of the body and its manifold 
relations. If it be said that though the body persists yet it may be 
regarded as absolutely false or non-existent, then that would 
amount to one’s being without any body and the distinction of 
emancipation in life and emancipation in death would be im- 
possible. 

Thirty-second Objection. The Sahkarites assert that ajnana or 
ignorance, though opposed to knowledge, is a positive entity as it 
is revealed as such by perception, inference and scriptural testi- 
mony. Venkata, in refusing this, says that if ajHdna be regarded as 
opposed to knowledge, it can only be so if it negates knowledge, 
i.e. if it be of the nature of negation. Such a negation must then 
obviously refer to a content of knowledge; and if this be admitted 
then the content of knowledge must have been known, for other- 
wise the negation cannot refer to it. To this the Sahkarites are sup- 
posed to say that the negation of knowledge and the content to 
which it refers are two independent entities such that the experience 
of the negation of knowledge does not necessarily imply that the 
content should be known. Therefore it is wrong to say that the 
negation of knowledge is a contradiction in terms. To this the 
obvious reply is that as in the case of a negation, where the presence 
of the object of negation contradicts a negation, so when there is a 
negation of all contents of knowledge the presence of any content 
necessarily contradicts it. So the experience that “I do not know 
anything” would be contradicted by any knowledge whatsoever. 
If it is urged that a negation of knowledge and its experience may 
be at two different moments so that the experience and the negation 
may not be contradictory, the reply is that perceptual experience 
always grasps things which are existent at the present time. 
Though in the case of the supposed perception of during 

dreamless sleep the experience of ajnana may be supposed to be 
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known by inference, and in cases of such perception as am 
ignorant,** “I do not know myself or anything else,** there is ob- 
viously perceptual experience of ajnana. It is, therefore, impossible 
that ‘‘I** should perceive and be at the same time ignorant. 
Perception of ignorance would thus be absurd. Again, the ex- 
perience of a negation necessarily must refer to a locus, and this 
implies that there is a knowledge of the locus and that this would 
contradict the experience of a universal negation which is devoid 
of all knowledge. It may, however, be urged that the perception of 
ignorance is not the experience of a negation, but that of a positive 
entity, and so the objections brought forward in the above contro- 
versy would not apply to it. 

To this the reply is that the admission of a positive category 
called ajnana which is directly experienced in perception may im- 
ply that it is of an entity which is opposed to knowledge; for the 
negative particle ^'a** in **ignana** is used either in the sense of 
absence or negation. If it does so, it may well be urged that ex- 
perience of opposition implies two terms, that which opposes and 
that to which there is an opposition. Thus, the experience of 
igrlana would involve the experience of knowledge also, and, there- 
fore, when the opposite of (gnana shines forth, how can (gHana be 
perceived? It is clear, therefore, that no advantage is gained by 
regarding (gHana as a positive entity instead of a mere negation. 
The conception of a positive egndna cannot serve any new purpose 
which is not equally attainable by the conception of it as negation 
of knowledge. If a positive entity is regarded as able to circum- 
scribe or limit the scope of manifestation of Brahman, a negation 
also may do the same. The Sahkarites themselves admit that know- 
ledge shines by driving away th^ ignorance which constituted the 
negation-precedent-to the production of {prdga-bhdva) knowledge, 
and thus in a way they admit that ajnana is of the nature of nega- 
tion. The supposed experience of dullness (mugdho'smi) involves in 
it the notion of an opposition. The mere fact that the word “dull** 
{mugdha) has no negative particle in it does not mean that it has no 
negative sense. Thus, a positive ignorance cannot be testified by 
perception. 

It has been suggested that the existence of ajnana may be proved 
by inference on the supposition that if light manifests itself by 
driving away darkness, so knowledge must shine by driving away 
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positive ignorance. Now inference is a mode of knowledge and as 
such it must drive away some ignorance which was hiding its 
operation. Since this ajndna could not manifest itself, it must im- 
ply some other ajndna which was hiding it, and without driving 
which it could not manifest itself, and there would thus be infinite 
regress. If the ajndna be regarded as hiding, then the inference may 
as well be regarded as destroying the ignorance directly. Whenever 
a knowledge illuminates some contents, it may be regarded as dis- 
pelling the ignorance regarding it. The scriptural texts also do not 
support the conception of a positive ajndna. Thus, the concept of a 
positive ajndna is wholly illegitimate. 

Fortieth Objection, The supposition that the ajndna rests in the 
individual and not Brahman is also false. If the ajndna is sup- 
posed to rest in the individual in its own real essence (i.e. as Brah- 
man), then the ajndna would virtually rest in Brahman. If it.is sup- 
posed that ajndna rests in the individual not in their natural 
state but in their ordinarily supposed nature as suffering rebirth, 
etc., then this amounts to saying that the ajndna is associated with 
the material stuff and as such can never be removed; for the 
material limitations of an individual can never have a desire to re- 
move the ajndna^ nor has it the power to destroy it. Again, it may 
be asked whether the ajndna that constitutes the difference of in- 
dividual is one or many in different cases. In the former case 
in the emancipation of one, ajndna would be removed and all would 
be emancipated. In the second case it is difficult to determine 
whether avidyd comes first or the difference between individual 
jivasy and there would thus be anyonyd-sraya, for the Sankarites 
do not admit the reality of difference between In the theory 

that ajndna is associated with Brahman, the difference between 
jivas being false, there is no necessity to admit the diversity of 
ajndna according to the diversity of jivas. In any case, whether real 
or fictitious, avidyd cannot explain the diversity of Utit jivas. Again, 
if the ajndnas which are supposed to produce the diversity of the 
jivas be supposed to exist in the Brahman, then Brahman cannot 
be known. In the view that these ajndnas exist in xYitjivaSy the old 
difficulty comes in as to whether the difference of avidyds is primary 
or whether that of xh& jivas is primary. If the difficulty is intended 
to be solved by suggesting that the regression is not vicious as in 
the case of the seed and the shoot, then it may be pointed out that 
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in the supposition that the ajndnas which produce difference in 
jivas have these as their support then there is no scope for such a 
regression. The seed that produces the shoot does not produce it- 
self. If it is suggested that the avidya of the previous7ft;as produces 
the later jtvas^ then the jivas would be destructible. Thus, from 
whichever way we may try to support the view thatthe avidya rests 
in individual jivas we meet with unmitigated failure. 

Forty-first Direction. It is said that the defect of avidya belongs 
to Brahman. If this defect of avidya is something different from 
Brahman, then that virtually amounts to the admission of dualism; 
if it is not different from Brahman, then Brahman itself becomes 
responsible for all errors and illusions which are supposed to be due 
to avidya^ and Brahman being eternal all errors and illusions are 
bound to be eternal. If it is said that the errors and illusions are 
produced when Brahman is associated with some other accessory 
cause, then about this also the old question may be laised as to 
whether the accessory cause or causes are different or not different 
from Brahman and whether real or not. Again, such an accessory 
cause cannot be of the nature of a negation-precedent-to the pro- 
duction of the true knowledge of the identity of the self and the 
Brahman; for then the doctrine of a positive ignorance propounded 
by the Sahkarites would be wholly unnecessary and uncalled for. 
Further, such a negation cannot be identical with Brahman, for 
then with true knowledge and with the destruction of ignorance 
Brahman itself would cease. Again, since everything else outside 
Brahman is false, if there is any such entity that obstructs the light 
of Brahman or distorts it (if the distortion is in any sense real), then 
that entity would also be Brahman ; and Brahman being eternal that 
distortion would also be eternal. If the defect which acts as an ob- 
structive agent be regarded as unreal and beginningless, then also 
it must depend on some cause and this will lead to an infinite re- 
gress; if it does not depend upon any cause, then it would be like 
Brahman which shines forth by itself without depending on any 
defect, which is absurd. If it is supposed that this defect constructs 
itself as well as others, then the world-creation would manifest 
itself without depending upon any other defect. If it is said that 
there is no impropriety in admitting the defect as constructing 
itself, just as an illusion is the same as the construction, i.e. is made 
by it, then the Sahkarites would be rontradicting their own views; 
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for they certainly do admit the beginningless world-creation to be 
due to the operation of defects. If the avidya is not itself an illusory 
imposition, then it will be either true or chimerical. If it is regarded 
as both an illusory construction and a product, then it would not be 
beginningless. If it has a beginning, then it cannot be distinguished 
from the world-appearance. If illusion and its construction be re- 
garded as identical, then also the old difficulty of the avidya gener- 
ating itself through its own construction would remain the same. 
Again, if the avidya appears to Brahman without the aid of any 
accessory defect, then it will do so eternally. If it is urged that, 
when the avidya ceases, its manifestation would also cease, then 
also there is a difficulty which is suggested by the theory of the 
Sahkarites themselves; for we know that in their theory there is no 
difference between the illumination and that which is illuminated 
and that there is no causal operation between them. That which is 
being illuminated cannot be separated from the principle of 
illumination. 

If it is urged that the avidya is manifested so long as there is no 
dawning of true knowledge, then may it not be said that the 
negation-precedent-to the rise of true knowledge is the cause of 
world-appearance and that the admission of avidya is unnecessary? 
If it is said that the negation cannot be regarded as the cause of the 
very varied production of world-appearances, then it can be urged 
with as much force that the position may also be regarded as 
capable of producing the manifold world-appearance. If it is held 
that positive defects in the eye often produce many illusory ap- 
pearances, then it may also be urged on the other side that the non- 
observation of distinctions and differences is also often capable of 
producing many illusory appearances. If it is urged that negation 
is not limited by time and is therefore incapable of producing the 
diverse kinds of world-appearances under different conditions of 
time, and that it is for that reason that it is better to admit positive 
ignorance, then also it may be asked with as much force how such 
a beginningless ignorance unconditioned by any temporal character 
can continue to produce the diverse world-appearance conditioned 
in time till the dawning of true knowledge. If in answer to this it is 
said that such is the nature and character of avidya^ then it may well 
be asked what is the harm in admitting such a nature or character 
of “negation.” This, at least, saves us from admitting a strange and 
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uncalled for hypothesis of positive ignorance. It may be urged that 
negation is homogeneous and formless and as such it cannot under- 
go transformations of character, while avidya^ being a positive stuff, 
can pass through a series of transformations of character {yivarta- 
parampara). In this connection it may be urged that the nature of 
avidya is nothing but this succession of transformations of cha- 
racter; if it is so, then since it is the nature of avidya to have a suc- 
cession of diverse kinds of transformations, there may be all kinds 
of illusions at all times. It cannot also be regarded as an effect of 
transformation of character, for the avidya is supposed to produce 
such effects. If it is urged that avidya is a distinct entity by itself, 
different from the appearance of its character that is perceived, then 
also the old question would recur regarding the reality or unreality 
of it. The former supposition would be an admission of dualism; 
the latter supposition, that is, if it is false, the succession of it as 
various appearances conditioned by diverse kinds of time and space 
would presuppose such other previous presuppositions ad in- 
finitum. If it is held that there is no logical defect in supposing that 
the previous sets of transformations determine the later sets in an 
unending series, it is still not necessary to admit avidyd in order to 
explain such a situation. For it may well be supposed that the 
different transformations arise in Brahman without depending 
upon any extraneous cause. The objection that such a supposition 
that Brahman is continually undergoing such diverse transforma- 
tions of character (real or unreal) would inevitably lead to the con- 
clusion that there is no Brahman beyond such transformations is 
invalid; for our perceptual experience shows that the transfor- 
matory change of a lump of clay does not invalidate its being. In 
such a view Brahman may be regarded as the ground of all illusory 
appearances. On the other hand, it is only on the assumption of 
false avidya that one cannot legitimately affirm the existence of a 
basis, for the basis of falsehood would itself be false. Therefore, if 
Brahman be regarded as its basis, then it would itself be false and 
would land. us in nihilism. 

Again, it may well be asked whether avidya shines by itself or 
not. If it does not, it becomes chimerical ; if it does, then it may 
again be asked whether this shining is of the nature of avidya or 
not. If it is, then it would be as self-shining as Brahman and there 
would be no difference between them. Again, if the shining cha- 
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racter of avidyd belongs to Brahman^ the Brahman being eternal, 
there would never be a time when avidyd would not shine. The 
shiningness cannot also be regarded as a character of either Brah- 
man or the avidydy for none of them is regarded as being a knower 
of it. If it is urged that the character as the knower is the result of 
an illusory imposition, then the objection is that the meaning of 
such an imposition is unintelligible unless the conception of avidyd 
is clarified. The character as knower is possible only on the sup- 
position of an illusory imposition, and on the above supposition the 
illusory imposition becomes possible on the supposition of the 
knower. If it is due to Brahman, then Brahman, being eternal, the 
illusory impositions would also be eternal. If it be without any 
reason, then the entire world-illusion would be without any cause. 

Again, any conception regarding the support of avidyd is un- 
intelligible. If it has no support, it must be either independent like 
Brahman or be like chimerical entities. If it has a support and if 
that support be of the nature of Brahman, then it is difficult to con- 
ceive how the eternally pure Brahman can be the support of the 
impure avidyd which is naturally opposed to it. If the solution is 
to be found in the supposition that the impure avidyd is false, then 
it. may well be urged that if it is false there is no meaning in the 
effort to make it cease. If it is said in reply that though it is non- 
existent yet there is an appearance of it, and the effort is made to 
make that appearance cease, then also the reply is that the appear- 
ance is also as false as itself. If it is admitted that though false it 
can yet injure one’s interest, then its falsehood would be only in 
name, for its effects are virtually admitted to be real. If Brahman 
in its limited or conditioned aspect be regarded as the support of 
avidydy then since such a limitation must be through some other 
avidyd this would merely bring us into confusion. If it is held that 
avidyd has for its support an entity quite different from Brahman 
conditioned or unconditioned, then the view that Brahman is the 
support of avidyd has to be given up, and there would be other dif- 
ficulties regarding the discovery of another support of this support. 
If it be said that like Brahman avidyd is its own support but Brah- 
man is not its own support, then the support of omfya would have no 
other support. If it is said that the support can be explained on the 
basts of conditions, then also it would be difficult to imagine how a 
condition of the nature of a receptacle {ddhdrd-kSro-pSdhi) can itself 
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be without any support. If further supports are conceived, then there 
would be a vicious infinite. Again, if it is held that what is false does 
not require any support, then it may be urged that according to the 
Sahkarites the support is regarded as the basis on w'hich the illusion 
occurs, and even the jug is regarded as an illusion on the ground. 
Moreover, this false experience of avidya is not any of the illusory 
or limited perceptions, such as ego-experience or the experience of 
other mental states; for these are regarded as the effects of avidya. 
If they are not so, then they must be due to some other defects, and 
these to other ones, and so there would be a vicious infinite. If it is 
held that avidya is nothing different from its experience, then since 
all experience is of the nature of Brahman, Brahman itself would be 
false. Again, if the avidya manifests itself as Brahman by hiding its 
(Brahman) nature, then all pure revelation being hidden and lost, 
avidya itself, which is manifested by it, would also be naturally lost. 
If it be manifested as Brahman and its own nature be hidden, then 
Brahman alone being manifested there would be no question of 
bondage. It is obvious that it cannot manifest itself both as avidya 
and as Brahman, for that would be self-contradictory, since know- 
ledge always dispels ignorance. If it is held that just as a mirror 
reflects an image in which the character of the mirror and the real 
face is hidden, so avidya may manifest itself and hide both itself 
and the Brahman. To this the reply is that in all cases of illusions of 
identity {tadattnya-dhyasa) the non-observation of the difference is 
the cause of the error. The cause of the illusion of the face and the 
mirror is the non-observation of the fact that the face is away from 
the mirror. But Brahman and avidya are neither located in a 
proximate space so that it is possible to compare their illusion of 
identity by the illustration of other illusions which depend upon 
such proximity. If it is said of amdyd^ not being a substance, that 
all criticism that applies to real and existent entities would be in- 
applicable to it, then such a doctrine would be almost like nihilism, 
for all criticisms against nihilism are accepted by nihilists as not 
invalidating their doctrine. 

Forty-second Direction, It is held by the Sankarites that avidyd 
and mdyd are two distinct conceptions. Maya is supposed to be 
that by which others are deluded, and avidya is supposed to be that 
which deludes one’s self. The word mdyd is used in various senses 
but none of these seems to satisfy the usage of the word in Sankarite 
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manner. If it is supposed that the word maya^ of which Brahman is 
supposed to be the support, has this peculiarity that it manifests its 
various forms to others as well as deludes them, then it is hard to 
distinguish it from the conception of avidya. If it is held that the 
word avidya is restricted to mean the agent that causes false per- 
ceptions as in the case of conch-shell'-silver, then mdyd may also 
be called avidyd^ for it also causes the false world-appearance to be 
perceived. There is no reason why the cause of the false perception 
of the conch-shell-silver should be called avidya and not those re- 
latively true cognitions which contradict such illusory perceptions. 
Isvara also may be said to be suffering from avidyd, for since He is 
omniscient He has the knowledge of all individual selves of which 
falsehood is a constituent. If God has no knowledge of illusions. 
He would not be omniscient. It is wrong also to suppose that mdyd 
is that which manifests everything else except Brahman in its 
nature as false ; for if the Brahman knows the world-appearance as 
false without being under an illusion, it would still be hard to re- 
pudiate the ignorance of Brahman. If Brahman knows all things 
as the illusions of others, then He must know the others and as such 
their constituent illusions, and this would mean that Brahman is 
itself subject to avidya. It is difficult also to conceive how one can 
have any cognition of falsehood without being under illusion, for 
falsehood is not mere non-existence but the appearance of an entity 
where it does not exist. If Brahman sees other people only under 
illusions, that does not mean that Brahman deludes others by His 
mdyd. There may be a magician who would try to show his magic 
by mere false tricks. If the Brahman tried to show His magic 
by mere false reflections, He would indeed be mad. It may be 
supposed that the difference between avidyd and mdyd is that 
avidya, by producing illusory experiences, hurts the real interests 
of the perceiving selves, yet the Brahman Who perceives these 
illusory selves and their experiences Joes so through the agency of 
mdyd which does not injure His interest. To this the reply is that if 
mdyd does not injure anybody’s interest, it cannot be called a de- 
fect. It may be objected that defects have no connection with 
harmful or beneficial effects but they have a relation only to truth 
and error. Such a view cannot be accepted, for truth and error 
have a pragmatic value and all that is erroneous hurts one’s in- 
terests ; if it were not so, nobody would be anxious to remove them. 
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If it is argued that maya is not a defect of Brahman but a quality, 
then it may be said that if it were so then no one would be anxious 
to remove it. If, again, maya were a quality of Brahman and 
served the purpose of such a mighty person, how could the poor 
individual selves dare it? And if they could, they would be able 
to injure the practical interests of an Omnipotent ’Being, for maya 
being a quality would certainly be of great use to Him. Maya can- 
not be destroyed by itself without any cause, for that would land 
us in the doctrine of momentariness. If the maya were eternal and 
real, that would be an admission of dualism. If maya be regarded 
as being included in Brahman, then Brahman, being only self- 
manifesting, and maya being included within it would not have the 
power of producing the world-delusions which it is supposed to 
produce. Again, maya being eternal cannot also be false. Again, if 
the manifestation of maya from Brahman be regarded as real, then 
the ignorance of Brahman becomes also real; if it is a false mani- 
festation from Brahman, then it would be meaningless to suppose 
that Brahman should be using the maya as an instrument of play. 
It is absurd to suppose that Brahman would be playing with false 
reflected images, like a child. Again, if Xhtjivas and Brahman be 
identical, then it is unreasonable to suppose that the ignorance of 
thtjivas would not imply the ignorance of Brahman. If, again, the 
jivas and the Brahman be really ^different, then how can there be 
any emancipation by the knowledge of their identity? So the con- 
ception of a maya and an avidya different from it is wholly incom- 
prehensible. 

Forty-third Otjection. It is held by the Sahkarites that a know- 
ledge of monistic identity produces emancipation. Now such a 
knowledge cannot be different from the Brahma-knowledge; for if 
it is a contentless entity, then it would be no knowledge, since the 
Sankarites hold that knowledge can only be a mental state associ- 
ated with a content {yrtti-rupam hi jndnam savisayam eva iti 
hhavatdm api siddhantah). It cannot also be identical with Brahma- 
knowledge, for if such a knowledge can produce emancipation the 
pure Brahma-knowledge would have done the same. It may be held 
that in the case of the illusion of conch-shell-silver, when there is 
a true shining regarding the nature of the ‘‘this*’ in its own cha- 
racter, then that is equivalent to the contradiction of the illusory 
appearance of silver, and the manifestation of identity showing the 
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real nature of Brahman may be regarded as contradictory to world- 
illusion. To this the reply is that there is no identity between the 
existence of the “this” as conch-shell and its appearance as silver. 
Thus, one knowledge may contradict the other, but in the case 
under review there is no new element in the notion of the identity 
which was not already present in the Brahma-knowledge itself. If 
the notion of identity be regarded as a contentful knowledge, then 
it would be different from the Brahma-knowledge, and being itself 
false it could not remove the error. The case where a thing known 
is again recognized is also not a proper instance for supporting the 
iSahkarite position, for here also the knowledge of recognition is not 
the same as the knowledge of original acquaintance, whereas the 
notion of identity is supposed to be the same as the Brahma- 
knowledge. Again, if it is supposed that a mental state of a par- 
ticular content removes the illusions and produces Brahma-know- 
ledge, then the illusions would be real entities since they were 
capable of being destroyed like other entities. 

If it is held that the notion of identity has a reference to 
Brahman as limited by avidydy then that will be like the manifesta- 
tion of the illusory world-creations through the ifl^’-consciousness, 
and such a manifestation would not remove errors. 

Again, it may be asked whether the knowledge that produces 
the notion that all else excepting Brahman is false can itself be re- 
garded as constituting falsehood, for that would be self-contra- 
dictory. If the notion of the falsehood of the world-appearance be 
itself regarded as false, then the world would have to be regarded 
as real, if it is urged that as in the supposition of the death of a 
barren woman's son both the barren woman’s son and his death are 
false, so here also both the world and its falsehood may be equally 
false. But it may be replied that in the instance put forward the 
falsehood of the barren woman’s son and that of his death are not 
both false. Again, if the falsehood of the world-appearance were 
real, then that would imply dualism. 

Again, if inferences led to the contradiction of world-appear- 
ance, then there would be no reason to suppose that the contradic- 
tion of the world-appearance would be possible only through 
listening to the Vedantic texts of identity. If the contradiction of 
world-appearance is produced by Brahman itself, then Brahman 
being eternal there would be no world-illusion. Again, Brahman 
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has been regarded as helping the process of world-illusion in its 
own pure nature for otherwise there would have been no illusion 
at all. It is a curious doctrine that though Brahman in its pure 
nature helps illusion, yet, in its impure nature, as the scriptural 
texts or the knowledge arising out of them, it would remove it. So 
in whichever way we may think of the possibility of a removal of 
ajnana we are brought into confusion. 

Forty-fourth Objection, The conception of the cessation of the 
avidya is also illegitimate. For the question that arises in this con- 
nection is whether the cessation of avidya is itself real or unreal. 
If it is unreal, then the hope that the avidya is rooted out with such 
a cessation is baffled, for the cessation itself is a manifestation of 
avidya. It cannot be said that the cessation of avidya has as its 
ground a real entity, the dtmany for then the dtman will have to be 
admitted as suffering change. And if in any way the cessation of 
avidya is to be regarded as having a true cause as its support, then 
the cessation being real there would be dualism. If it is regarded 
as an illusion, and there is no defect behind it, then the assumption 
of avidya as a defect for explaining the world-illusion would be 
unnecessary. If it is without any further ground like avidya and 
Brahman, then there is no meaning in associating avidya with it. 
There is also no reason why, even after the cessation of avidya^ it 
may not rise up again into appearance. If it is suggested that the 
function of the cessation of avidya is to show that everything else 
except Brahman is false and as soon as this function is fulhlled the 
cessation of avidya also ceases to exist, then also another difficulty 
has to be faced. For if the cessation of avidya itself ceases to exist, 
then that would mean that there is a cessation of cessation which 
means that avidya is again rehabilitated. It may be urged that 
when a jug is produced it means the destruction of the negation- 
precedent-to-production {prdga-bhdva)^ and when this jug is again 
destroyed it does not mean that the negation-precedent again rises 
into being; so it may be in this case also. To this the reply is that 
the two cases arc different, for in the above case the negation of one 
negation is through a positive entity, whereas there is nothing to 
negate the cessation of avidya \ so in this case the negation would be 
a logical negation leading to a position of the entity negated, the 
avidya. If it is said that there is, the Brahman which negates the 
cessation of avidya^ then the difficulty would be that Brahman, the 
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negation of both avidya and its cessation, being eternal, there ought 
to be no illusory world-creation at any time. 

If the cessation of avidya is not itself of illusory nature and if it 
is regarded as included in the being of Brahman, then Brahman 
being beginningless the avidya should be regarded as having always 
remained arrested. It cannot be said that the existence of Brahman 
is itself the cessation of ajndna, for then it would be impossible to 
connect the cessation of avidya with the realization of the nature of 
Brahman as cause and effect. 

If it is suggested that a mental state reflecting the nature of 
Brahman represents the cessation of ajndna of Brahman and that 
this mental state may be removed by other causes, then the reply 
is that this would mean that such a mental state is illusory; and this 
implies that the cessation of avidya is illusory. The criticism of such 
a view is given above. The cessation of avidya is not real, being out- 
side Brahman; neither real, something different from real, and 
unreal, for that could not lead to a real cessation. So ultimately it 
must be neither unreal nor something different from any of the 
above entities, for the cessation of positive and negative entities 
Ofily are of the nature of real and unreal. Ajndna is something dif- 
ferent from real and unreal; its cessation is valid, being amenable 
to proofs. So the cessation has to be admitted as being something 
unique and different from all existent and non-existent entities. 
In reply it may be said that if the ajndna is admitted to be like-a- 
non-existent entity {asativa), then in both the two meanings of 
negation, that is, in the view that negation is but the other name of 
position and that negation is a separate category in itself, the ad- 
mission of avidya would involve dualism. If it is regarded as some- 
thing chimerical, it could never show itself, and such a chimerical 
entity would have no opposition to the world-cycle. So the cessa- 
tion of avidya cannot lead to emancipation. Again, if the cessation 
of avidya is non-existent, that would imply the existence of avidya. 
The cessation of avidya is not like the destruction of a jug which 
has a real existence, so that though it may appear like a non-being, 
yet the jug may be regarded as a positive entity. The destruction of 
avidya is not of that nature, for it has no definite form. If it is held 
that the cessation of avidya is of the fifth type, that is, different from 
existent, non-existent, existent-and-non-existent and different- 
from-existent-and-non-existent, then this is virtually the admission 
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of the mSdhyamika doctrine of indescribability of all phenomena, 
for it also describes the world-phenomena as being of the fifth 
type. There is also really no way in which such an absolutely unique 
and indefinable category can be related to anything else. 

Forty-fifth Objection. It is argued by the Sahkarites that the 
scriptural texts’ cannot signify Brahman, which is devoid of all and 
every specific quality. To this Venkata replies that Brahman is en- 
dowed with all specific qualities and, therefore, it is quite legitimate 
that texts should signify it. It is wrong also to suppose that 
Brahman, being self-luminous, cannot be manifested by words, for 
it has been shown by the Ramanuja school that even the self- 
luminous can be the object of further awareness. Brahman is also 
sometimes described by the Sahkarites as the state of being quality- 
less, but is itself a quality since it is used adjectively to Brahman. 
Moreover, if Brahman could not be signified by the scriptural 
texts, the texts themselves would be meaningless. It is wrong also 
to suppose that the scriptural words refer to Brahman only in a 
secondary mahner, just as one may point to a tree- top in order to 
show that the moon is visible {sakha-candra^-darsana) ; for whatever 
be the method, Brahman is indicated by the texts. Even a state of 
non-conceptual meditation {asamprajndta-samddhi) is not absolutely 
unpredicable. In that state one cannot apply the concepts or words. 
If Brahman is absolutely without any character, it cannot be ad- 
mitted that.it should be implied or signified in a remote manner 
[lahsya) by the scriptures. The passages which say that Brahman is 
beyond word {yato vdco pivartante) indicate only that the qualities 
of Brahman are infinite. Thus, it is wholly unjustifiable on the part 
of the Sahkarites to say that Brahman is not indicated by the texts. 

Forty-seventh Objection. IHs maintained by the Sahkarites that 
all determinate knowledge is false because it is determinate in its 
nature like the conch-shell-silver. If all that is determinate is false, 
then since all distinctions must involve determinateness they would 
all be false and thus ultimately we have monism. The futility of 
such a position is shown by Vehkata, who points out that such an 
inference involves determinate concepts in all its limbs, and would 
thus be absolutely unwarrantable according to the thesis itself. 
Moreover, if the determinate knowledge is false, the indeterminate 
would also be false for want of corroboration. It is wrong also to 
suppose that determinate perceptions are false for want of cor- 
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roborative evidence from other awarenesses; for an illusion may be 
further corroborated by other illusions and may yet be false, and 
the last corroborative knowledge would be false for want of further 
corroborations, which would lead to the falsehood of the whole set 
of corroborations which is dependent on it. It is also wrong to sup- 
pose that determinate conceptions do not stand the test of causal 
efficiency, for all our practical experiences depend on deterfninate 
notions. It cannot also be held that the conceptual cognitions in- 
volving univejrsals are false, for they are neither contradicted nor 
found to be doubtful in any way. Thus, if all determinate cognitions 
are regarded as false, then that would lead us to nihilism and not to 
monism. Moreover, if the indeterminate nature of Brahman is to 
be inferred from the indeterminate nature of our perception of ex- 
ternal things, then on the analogy of the falsehood of the former the 
latter may also be false. 

Fifty-fifth Objection. The Sahkarites hold that all effects are 
false, for they seem to contradict themselves if an attempt is made 
to conceive the logical situation. Is the effect produced out of 
the cause related with it or unrelated? In the first alternative the 
cause and the effect, being but two relata connected together by 
relation, there is no reason why the effect should be produced by 
the cause and not the cause by the effect. If the cause produces the 
effect without being related to it, then anything might produce any- 
thing. Again, if the effect be different from the cause, things which 
are different from one another would be productive of one another. 
If they are identical, then one could not produce the other. If it is 
said that cause is that which invariably precedes and effect is that 
which invariably succeeds, then a thing ought to be existent before 
the negation-precedent-to-production. Again, if the effect be re- 
garded as having been produced from a material cause which has 
undergone transformation, then it may further be asked whether 
these trai^sformations are produced from other transformations, 
and this would lead to a vipious infinite. If the effect be regarded 
as produced from a cause which has not undergone any transforma- 
tion, then it would abide the whole time in which the material cause 
ren ains. Moreover, an effect is like the illusory silver which is non- 
existent in the beginning and in the end. The production of an 
entity cannot be either from a positive entity or a negative entity; 
for an effect, say, the jug, cannot be produced from its cause, the 
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earth-matter, without producing some change in it, that is, without 
negating it in some way or the other. On the other hand, if the pro- 
duction is regarded as being from a negation, then it will itself be a 
negation. So in whichever way a causal relation may be viewed, it 
becomes fraught with contradictions. 

The reply of Venkata to this is that the objection as to whether 
the effect is related to the cause in its production or unrelated to it 
is overcome by the view that the effect is unrelated to the cause; but 
that need not imply that all that is unrelated to the cause should be 
the effect, for mere unrelatedness does not induce the production 
of the effect such that the very unrelatedness will connect anything 
with any other thing as effect. The special powers associated with 
causal entity are responsible for the production of the special 
effects, and these can be known by the ordinary methods of agree- 
ment and difference. The relations of the causal elements among 
themselves are transferred to the effect. It is well known that causes 
produce effects of an entirely different nature, just as when a jug 
is produced by a stick and the potter’s wheel. Even the material 
cause is very different from the material cause as the effect. It is 
indeed admitted that the effect is produced from a modified 
{vihrta) cause, for any change in the cause, even the proximity of 
an accessory condition, would be a modification. But if modifica- 
tion or vikdra cannot be afRrmed of the cause in the sense in which 
the effect is regarded as a modification, it may be said in that sense 
that the effect is produced from an unmodified cause. It would be 
wrong to suggest that any and every effect might spring from any 
and every unmodified cause, for an effect is produced from an un- 
modified cause under proper temporal conditions and the associa- 
tion of collocative agents. luis also wrong to suggest that in the 
supposition that an effect is analy sable as a course of changes, 
the cause as the immediate antecedent would be undiscoverable ; 
and the cause being undiscoverable the effect would also be in- 
explicable; for it is the effect which is recognized as perceived 
and this implies the existence of the cause without which it could 
not come into being. If it is urged that the effect is not perceived, 
or that it is contradicted, then the obvious reply is that both non- 
perception and contradiction are effects, and in denying effects 
through them the criticism becomes self-contradictory. 

When a material cause is ptianged into an effect, there are cer- 
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tain parts of it which remain unchanged, even when that effect is 
changed into other objects called effects, and there are some cha- 
racters which are formed only in certain effects. Thus, when gold 
is changed into a bangle and the bangle into a necklace, the per- 
sisting qualities of gold continue the same both in the bangle and 
in the necklace; but the special form of the bangle does not pass 
into that of the necklace. Again, the objection that if the effects 
were already existent in the cause, then there is no necessity of the 
causal operation as has elsewhere been repudiated, and it has also 
been pointed out that the assertion that all effects are false like 
conch-shell-silver is false, for these effects are not found to be 
contradicted like these illusory appearances. It is wrong also to 
suggest that because an effect does not exist in the beginning or in 
the end it also does not exist in the middle, for its existence in the 
middle is directly experienced. It may also be suggested on the 
other hand that because an effect exists in the middle it must also 
exist in the beginning and in the end. 

It is suggested by the Sahkarites that all notions of difference as 
effects are illusorily imposed upon one permanent entity which 
permeates through all so-called different entities, and that it is this 
permeating entity which is real. Against such a supposition the 
Sahkarites may be asked to discover any entity that permeates both 
through Brahman and avidya. It would be wrong to suggest that 
Brahman is both in itself and in the avidya ; for Brahman cannot 
have any dual entity, and also cannot be illusorily imposed upon 
itself. 

The suggestion that since the unity of a flame is perceived to be 
false all perception is false is obviously wrong, for in the former 
case the illusion is due to the rapid coalescing of similar flames, but 
this does not apply to all perception. 

In the sense of substance {dravya) an effect exists in the cause, 
but in the sense of an effect-state the effect does not exist in the 
cause. The objections jof the Samkhyists that if the effect-state did 
not exist in the cause it could not be produced and that similarly 
anything could be produced from anything are futile, for the effects 
are produced by specific powers which manifest themselves as 
effects in definite spatial and temporal conditions. 

A question is asked whether the effects are produced from a 
positive or a negative entity, that is, whether when the effects are 
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produced they are produced as states of a substance which persists 
through them or not. Venkata’s reply is that the substance per- 
sists; only states and conditions change when the effect is produced. 
For in the production of an effect there is change only in the causal 
state and not in the causal substance. There is thus an agreement 
between the cause and the effect only so far as the substance is con- 
cerned and not with reference to their states; for it is by the nega- 
tion of the causal state that the effect-state arises. It is sometimes 
suggested that since an effect is neither permanently existing nor 
permanently non-existing it must be false. But this suggestion is 
obviously wrong, for the fact that an entity may be destroyed at a 
later moment does not mean that it was non-existent at the moment 
when it was perceived. Destruction means that an entity which was 
existent at a particular moment was non-existent at another. Con- 
tradiction means that a thing is non-existent even when it is per- 
ceived. Mere non-existence is not destruction, for the negation- 
precedent-to-production might also be called destruction since it is 
also non-existent. Non-existence at a later point of time also does 
not mean destruction, for then even chimerical entities might also 
be called destruction. The case of conch-shell-silver is not a case of 
destruction, for clearly that is a case of contradiction in experience. 
Thus, if the concepts of production, destruction and non-existence 
be analysed, then it will be found that the concept of effect can 
never be regarded as illusory. 

Fifty-seventh Objection, It is said that Brahman is of the nature 
of pure bliss {ananda ) ; but it may well be said that in whichever 
sense the word ananda may be used it will not be possible to affirm 
that Brahman is of the nature of pure bliss. For if ananda means 
an entity the awareness of which induces an agreeable experience, 
then Brahman will be knowable.* If it means merely an agreeable 
experience, then Brahman would not be pure indeterminate con- 
sciousness. If it means a mere agreeable attitude, then duality will 
be implied. If it means negation of pain, then Brahman would not 
be positive and it is well admitted on all hands that Brahman is 
neutral. Moreover, according to the Sahkarites themselves the 
state of intuition of Brahman is regarded as a positive state like the 
state of dreamless sleep. Thus, in whicnever way one may look at 
the problem the assertion that the indeterminate Brahman is of the 
nature of pure bliss becomes wholly unwarrantable. 
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Fifty’-eighth Objection. The eternity of Brahman cannot be 
maintained, if it is regarded as indeterminate. If eternity means 
existence in all times, then avidyd also would be eternal ; for it is 
also associated with all time, and time is itself regarded as its pro- 
duct. If it is urged that association with all time does not mean 
existence in all time, then it is wrong to regard existence in all times 
as a definition of eternity, for it will be enough to say that existence 
itself is eternal. The “inclusion of all time*' as distinguished from 
mere existence shows the difference between existence and eternity. 
Eternity would thus mean existence in all time, which can be affirmed 
of avidyd also. Eternity cannot also be defined as that which does 
not cease in time since such a definition would apply to time also 
which does not cease in time. It cannot also be said that eternity 
means that which is not contradicted in the beginning or in the end, 
for then the world-appearance also would be eternal. Again, it is 
difficult to understand how consciousness is regarded as eternal by 
the fiafikaritcs, for if it is affirmed of ordinary consciousness, then 
that is directly against perceptual experience; and if it is affirmed 
of transcendental consciousness, then that is directly against ex- 
perience. Further, eternity cannot be regarded as the essence, for 
then it would be identical with self-luminosity, and its predication, 
such as Brahman is eternal, would be unnecessary. If it is regarded 
as a knowable quality, then if such a quality existed in conscious- 
ness, consciousness would become know^able. If it did not exist in 
consciousness, then its knowledge would not imply the eternity of 
consciousness. It cannot also be said that whatever is not produced 
is eternal, for then negation-precedent-to-production would be 
eternal. If it is said that any positive entity which is not produced 
is eternal, then avidyd would also be eternal. Thus, in whichever 
way one may try to prove the eternity of the indeterminable pure 
consciousness one fails. 

Sixty-first Objection, It is often asserted by the Sankarites that 
there is a unity of the self. If by self here they mean the “ego,” 
then clearly all the egos cannot be regarded as identical, for it is 
well known that the experiences of other people are never identified 
by us as ours. Nor can it be said that there is unity of consciousness 
of us all, for then each of us would know the minds of others. It is 
hot maintainable that our underlying being is the same, for that 
would not mean the identity of our selves. One may think of 
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universal existence, but that would not mean the identity of the 
existents. Again, the identity of the selves cannot be regarded as real 
since the selves (jivas) themselves are regarded as unreal. If the 
identity of the selves be regarded as false, then there is no reason 
why such a doctrine should be propounded. In any case, when one 
has to deal with our experiential life, one has to admit the diversity 
of selves and there is no other proof by which their identity may be 
established. Thus it would be wrong to think, as the Sahkarites do, 
that there is one self. 

Meghanadari. 

Meghanadari, son of Atreyanatha suri, seems to be one of the 
earliest members of the Ramanuja school. He wrote at least two 
books, Naya-prakdsikd and Naya-dyu-mani, both of which are still 
in manuscript and only the latter has been available to the present 
writer. Most of the important contributions of Meghanadari on the 
subject of the Ramanuja theory of the pramanas have already been 
discussed in some detail in connection with the treatment of that 
subject under Vehkatanatha. Only a few of his views on other 
topics of Ramanuja philosophy will therefore be given here. 

Svatah-pramanya-vada, Venkata, in his Tattva-muktd-kaldpa 
and Sarvartha-siddhiy says that all knowledge manifests the objects 
as they are. Even errors are true at least so far as they point to the 
object of the error. The erroneousness or error is due to the ex- 
istence of certain vitiating conditions^ When there is knowledge 
that there is a jug, the existence of the object is the validity {pram- 
dnya) of it and this is made known by the very knowledge that the 
jug exists*. Even where there is the knowledge of silver in a conch- 
shell, there is the knowledge of the existence of the objective silver 
implied in that very knowledge, and thus even in erroneous know- 
ledge there is the self-validity so far as it carries with it the existence 
of the object of perception^. 

Meghanadari however, who in all probability preceded Venkata, 
gives a somewhat different account of the doctrine of svatah- 

‘ jndndndm yathd-vasthitd-rtha-prakdsakatvam sdmdnyam eva bhrdntasydpi 
jndnasya dharminy ahhrdntatvdt ato vahnyd-der ddhakatvavaj jndndndm pram- 
any am svdbhdvikam eva upddher mani-mantravaddofo-padhi^vasadapramcnatvam 
bhramdmse. Sarvdrtha-siddhi^ p. 554. 

* ghato*stC ti jndnam utpadyate tatra idfayd-stitvam eva prdmdnyam tat tu 
tenaiva jndnena pratlyate atah svatah-prdmdnyam /bid. 

• See Ibid. 
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pramanya. He says that validity (pramdnya) proceeds from the ap- 
prehension of cogmixon{prdmdnyam jndna-sattd-pratitukdrandd eva)y 
for the validity must have a cause and no other cause is traceable^. 

The Naiyayikas, arguing against the svatah-prdmdnya doctrine 
of the Mimamsakas, are supposed to say that the self-validity can- 
not be regarded as being produced in every case of knowledge, for 
the Mimamsakas hold that the Vedas are eternal and thus their self- 
validity cannot be regarded as being produced. Self-validity cannot 
be regarded as produced in some cases only, for if that were the case 
the thesis that all cognitions are self-valid cannot stand. Therefore 
the proper view is that only that knowledge is self-valid which is 
uncontradicted in experience {abadhita-vyavahara-hetutvam eva 
jndnasya prdmdnyamf. Self-validity cannot be regarded as a special 
potency, for such a potency is non-sensible and has therefore to be 
known by inference or some other means; neither can it be regarded 
as being one {svarupa) with the sense-organs by which knowledge 
is acquired, for the existence of such sense-organs is itself inferred 
from mere knowledge and not from what is only true knowledge. 

Arguing against the Sahkarites, the Naiyayikas are supposed to 
say that in their view knowledge being self-luminous, there would 
be no way of determining validity either from uncontradicted ex- 
perience or by any other means; and since, according to them, 
everything is false, the distinction of validity and invalidity also 
ought to have no place in their system, for if such distinctions are 
admitted it would land them in dualism. To this Meghanadari says 
that if self-validity is not admitted, then the whole idea of validity 
has to be given up; for if validity is said to be produced from a 
knowledge of the proper conditions of knowledge or the absence of 
defects, such a knowledge has to be regarded as self-valid, for it 
would have to depend on some other knowledge and that again on 
some other knowledge, which would mean a vicious infinite. So 
knowledge is to be regarded as self-valid by nature and its in- 
validity occurs only when the defects and vitiating contributions of 
the causes of knowledge are known by some other means. But the 
method of establishing self-validity according to the followers of 
Kumarila is liable to criticism, for according to that system the 
existence of knowledge is only inferred from the fact of the re- 
velation of the objects, and that implication cannot also further 

^ Naya~dyu~mani, p. 2i (MS.). • Ibid, p. tz. 
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lead to the self-validity of knowledge. The theory of self-validity 
that it is caused by the same constituents which produce the know- 
ledge is also inadmissible, for the senses have also to be regarded 
as the cause of knowledge and these may be defective. Again, 
it is held that knowledge which corresponds with the object 
{tatha-bhuta) is valid and that which does not correspond with the 
object is invalid and that such validity and invalidity are therefore 
directly manifested by the knowledge itself. Meghanadari replies 
that if such correspondence be a quality of the object, then that does 
not establish the validity of knowledge; if it is a quality of know- 
ledge, then memory has also to be regarded as self-valid, for there 
is correspondence in it also. Again, the question arises whether the 
self-validity is merely produced or also known. In the former case 
the self-manifestation of self-validity has to be given up, and in the 
latter case the Kumarila view is indefensible for by it knowledge 
being itself an implication from the revelation of objects its self- 
validity cannot obviously be self-manifested. 

Meghanadari, therefore, contends that an intuition {anubhuti) 
carries with it its own validity; in revealing the knowledge it also 
carries with it the conviction of its own validity. The invalidity, on 
the other hand, is suggested by other sources. This intuition is in 
itself different from memory ^ The whole emphasis of this conten- 
tion is on his view that each cognition of an object carries with it its 
cognizability as true, and since this is manifested along with the 
cognition, all cognitions are self-valid in this sense. Such a self- 
validity is therefore not produced since it is practically identical 
with the knowledge itself. Meghanadari point out that this view 
is in apparent contradiction with Ramanuja’s own definition of 
svatah-pramanya as that which is«produced by the cause of know- 
ledge; but Ramanuja’s statement in this connection has to be in- 
terpreted differently, for the knowledge of God and the emancipated 
beings being eternal and unproduced any view which defines self- 
validity as a production from the same source from which know- 
ledge is produced would be inapplicable to them^. 

Time, Time according to Meghanadari is not to be regarded as 
a separate entity. He takes great pains to show that Ramanuja has 

^ anubhiltitvam vd prdmdnyam astu; tac ca jndnd-vdntara-jdtih; sd 'ca smrti- 
jndna-jdtitah prthaktayd lokatah eva siddhd; anubhuteh svasattayd eva sphOrtefi, 
Naya-dyu-manit p. 31. 

■ Ibid, p. 38. 
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himself discarded the view that time is a separate entity in his com- 
mentary on the Brahma^sutra^ the Vedanta^dipa and the Vedanta-sara. 
The notion of time originates from the relative position of the sun 
in the zodiac with reference to earth. It is the varying earth-space 
that appears as time, being conditioned by the relative positions of 
the Sun^. This view is entirely different from that of Venkata which 
will be described later on. 

Karma and its fruits. According to Meghanadari deeds produce 
their fruits through the satisfaction and dissatisfaction of God. 
Though ordinarily deeds are regarded as virtuous or vicious, yet 
strictly speaking virtue and vice should be regarded as the fruits of 
actions and these fruits are nothing but the satisfaction and dis- 
satisfaction of God. The performance of good deeds in the past 
determines the performance of similar deeds in the future by pro- 
ducing helpful tendencies, capacities and circumstances in his 
favour, and the performance of bad deeds forces a man to take a 
vicious line of action in the future. At the time of dissolution also 
there is no separate dharma and adharma^ but God’s satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction produced by the individual’s deeds determine 
the nature and extent of his sufferings and enjoyment as well as his 
tendencies towards virtue or vice at the time of the next creation. 
The fruits of actions are experienced in the Heaven and Hell and 
also in the mundane life, but not while the individual is passing 
from Heaven or Hell to earth, for at that time there is no experience 
of pleasure or pain, it being merely a state of transition. Again, 
except in the case of those sacrifices which are performed for in- 
juring or molesting other fellow beings, there is no sin in the killing 
of animals in sacrifices which are performed for the attainment of 
Heaven or such other pleasurable purposes 2. 

Vatsya Varada. 

Regarding the doctrine of Vcdic injunction that one should 
study the Vedas, Vatsya Varada in his Prameya-mdld holds the 
view, in contradistinction to the jSabara Bhasya, that Vedic in- 
junction is satisfied only in the actual reading of the Vedic texts and 
that the Vedic injunction does not imply an inquiry into the mean- 

' suryd-di-sambandha-visefo-pddhitah prthivyd-dideidndm eva kdla^saifij^> 
Naya-dyu-mani, p. 168. 

* Ibid. pp. 243-246. 
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ing of those texts. Such an inquiry proceeds from the normal in- 
quisitive spirit and the desire to know the various applications in 
the practical performances of sacrifices. These do not form a part 
of the Vedic injunction {vidhi), 

Vatsya Varada holds that the study of the Vedic injunction and 
the inquiry relating to Brahman form the parts of one unified scrip- 
ture, i.e. the latter follows or is a continuation of the former; and 
he mentions Bodhayana in his support. 

Sankara had thought that the study of the Mimamsa was in- 
tended for a class of people but not necessarily for those who would 
inquire into the nature of Brahman. The Purva-mimamsa and the 
Uttara-mlmamsa were intended for different purposes and were 
written by different authors. These should not therefore be re- 
garded as integrally related as two parts of a unified work. To this 
Vatsya Varada, following Bodhayana, takes exception, for he thinks 
that though the Purva-mimarnsa and Uttara-mimamsa are written 
by different authors yet the tw'o together uphold one common view 
and the two may be regarded as two chapters of one whole book. 

Vatsya Varada also, in referring to Sankara's view that the 
Purva-mimarnsa assumes the existence of a real world, whereas the 
purport of the Brahma-sutra is to deny it and therefore the two can- 
not be regarded as having the same end in view, challenges it by 
affirming the reality of the world. Sankara’s argument, that all 
which is cognizable is false, would imply that even the self is false ; 
for many Upanisads speak of the perceptibility of the self. His de- 
claration of the falsity of the world would also imply that the false- 
hood itself is false, for it is a part of the world. Such an argument 
ought to be acceptable to Sankara, for he himself utilized it in re- 
futing the nihilists. 

Regarding the denial of the category of difference by the 
Sankarites Vatsya Varada says that the opponent cannot by any 
means deny that difference is perceived, for all his arguments are 
based on the assumption of the existence of difference. If there 
were no difference, there would be no party and no view to be 
refuted. If it is admitted that the category of difference is per- 
ceived, then the opponent has also to admit that such a perception 
must have its own peculiar and proper cause. The real point in the 
conception of difference is that it constitutes its other as a part of 
itself. An object in its own nature has twofold characteristics, the 
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characteristic of its universal similarity with other things of its class 
and the characteristic in which it differs from others. In its second 
characteristic it holds its others in itself. When it is said that a thing 
is different it does not mean that the difference is identical with the 
thing or but another name for the thing, but what is meant is that 
a thing known as different has an outside reference to other entities. 
This outside reference to other entities, when conceived along with 
the object, produces the perception of difference. 

The conception of difference involves the conception of nega- 
tion as involved in the notion of otherness. If this negation is dif- 
ferent in nature from the object which is conceived as “different’’ 
or as the “other” of other objects, then since this negation cannot 
be directly known by perception “ difference ” also cannot be known 
directly by perception. The Visista-dvaita theory admits that “dif- 
ference” can be directly perceived. In order to prove this point 
Vatsya Varada gives a special interpretation of “negation” 
{abhdva). He holds that the notion of negation of an entity in 
another entity is due to the latter’s being endowed with a special 
character as involving a reference to the former. The notion of 
negation thus proceeds from a special modified character of an ob- 
ject in which the negation is affirmed. There are many Sankarites 
who regard negation as positive, but in their case it is held to be a 
special category by itself which is perceived in the locus of the 
negation by the special pramdna of non-perception. Though posi- 
tive its notion is not produced according to them by the special 
modified nature of the object perceived in which the negation is 
affirmed. But Vatsya Varada holds that the notion of negation is 
due to the perception of a special modified nature of the entity in 
which the negation is affirmed^. The negation revealed to us in one 
object as the otherness of another object means that the latter is in- 
cluded in a special character of the former which makes the reference 
as the otherness possible. 

Vatsya Varada also emphasizes the view that the tests referring 
to Brahman as satya^ jndnay ananta^ etc., indicate the fact of the 
possession of these qualities by God and that the monistic interpre- 
tation that these together refer to one identical being, the Brahman, 
is false. He also describes the infinite and unlimited nature of 

^ pratiyogi^buddhau vastu^viiefa^dhlr wo'petd ndstl* ti vyavakdra^hetuhi, 
Varada, PrameyO’-mdldt p. 35 (MS.). 



352 Philosophy of the Rdmdnuja School of Thought [ch. 

Brahman and exj[)laiiis the exact sense in which the world and the 
individuals may be regarded as the body of God and that the in- 
dividuals exist for God who is their final end. He also deals in this 
work with certain topics regarding the external rituals, such as 
shaving of the head, wearing the holy thread, etc., by ascetics. 

Varada, in his Tattva-sara^ collects some of the specially inter- 
esting points of the Bhdsya of Ramanuja and interprets them in 
prose and verse. Some of these points are as follows: (i) The view 
that the existence of God cannot be logically proved, but can be 
accepted only from scriptural testimony, (ii) The special inter- 
pretation of some of the important Upanisadic texts such as the 
Kapydsa text, (iii) The results of the discussions of the important 
adhikaranas of Vedanta according to Ramanuja, (iv) The doctrine 
that negation is only a kind of position, (v) The interpretation of 
the apparent dualistic and monistic texts, (vi) The discussion re- 
garding the reality of the world, etc. 

This Tattva-sdra provoked a further commentary on it called 
Ratna-sdrini by Vira-raghava-dasa, a son of Badhula Narasimha 
Guru, disciple of Badhula Varada Guru, son of Badhula Veiika- 
tacarya. Some of Vatsya Varada’s other works are: Sdrd-rtha- 
catustaya, Arddhand-samgraha^ Tattva-nirnaya, Prapanna-pdrijdta, 
Yati-linga-samarthana and Purusa-ninfmya^. 

Ramanujacarya II alias Vadi-Harnsa-Navamvuda. 

Ramanujacarya II, the son of Padmanabharya, belonged to 

the Atri lineage. He was the maternal uncle of Venkafanatha, the 

famous writer of the Ramanuja school. He wrote the Nydya-kuliia 

which has often been referred to in Venkata’s Sarvartha-siddhi. 

* 

He also wrote another work called Mok^a-siddhi. Some of his in- 
terpretations of Ramanuja’s ideas have already been referred to in 
dealing with the Ramanuja theory of knowledge as explained by 
Venkata. Other contributions by him are mentioned in brief 
below. 

Negation. Negation as a separate category is denied by Rama- 
nujacarya II. He thinks that negation of an entity means only an- 
other entity different from it. The negation of a jug thus means the 

' In his Tattva-nirrtaya he tries to prove that all the important jSruti texts 
prove that NSrSyana is the highest (rod.. He refers in this work to his Purufa- 
ninfaya where, he says, he has discussed the subject in more detail. 
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existence of some other entity different from it. The real notion of 
negation is thus only “difference.” A negation is described as that 
which is antagonistic to a positive entity and there is thus no way in 
which a negation can be conceived by itself without reference to a 
positive entity. But a positive entity never stands in need of its 
specification through a reference to negation^. It is also well known 
that the negation of a negation is nothing else than the existence of 
positive entity. The existence of negation cannot be known either 
by perception, inference, or by implication. Venkata, in further ex- 
plaining this idea, says that the idea of absence in negation is de- 
rived from the association of the object of negation with a different 
kind of temporal or spatial character®. Thus, when it is said that 
there is no jug here, it merely means that the jug exists in another 
place. It is argued that negation cannot be regarded as the existence 
of positive entity, and it may be asked if negation cannotr be 
regarded as negation, how can negation of negation be regarded 
as the existence of positive entity. Just as those who admit negation 
regard negation and existence of positive entity as mutually denying 
each other, so the Ramanujas also regard the existence of positive 
entities and negations as denying each other in their different 
spatial and temporal characters. Thus it is not necessary to admit 
negation as a separate category. When an existing entity is said to 
be destroyed, what happens is that there is a change of state. 
Negation-precedent-to-production {praga-bhdva) and the negation 
of destruction do not mean anything more than two posiuve states 
succeeding each other, and there may be an infinite series of such 
states. If this view is not admitted, and if the negation of destruc- 
tion and the negation-precedent-to-production 

(prag-abhava) be regarded as separate categories of negation, then 
the destruction of negation-precedent-to-production and negation- 
precedent-to-production of destruction will depend upon an in- 
finite series of negations which would lead to a vicious infinite. It is 
the succession of a new state that is regarded as the destruction of 
the old state, the former being a different state from the latter. It is 
sometimes held that negation is mere vacuity and has no reference to 
the existence of positive entity. If that were so, then on the one hand 

athd*bhdvasya tad~rap€Ufi yad-hhdva-pratipakfatd naVvam adyd'py asau 
yasmdd hhdvo-tttrifena sddkitab> Nydya^kuliia, MS. 

* tat-tat-pratiyogi-bhdva-sphurapa-sahakrto desa-kdld-di-bheda eva svabhdvdt 
noH^prayogam api sahate. Sarvdrtha^siddhif p. 714. 
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negation would be causeless and on the other it could not be the 
cause of anything; and so negations would thus be both beginning- 
less and eternal. In that case the whole world would be within the 
grasp of negation and everything in the world would be non-existing. 
Thus it is unnecessary to admit negation as a separate category. The 
difference of one positive entity from another is regarded as negation. 

Another problem that arises in this connection is that if nega- 
tion is not admitted as a separate category how can negative causes 
be admitted. It is well known that when certain collocations of 
causes can produce an effect they can do so only when there are no 
negative causes to counteract their productive capacity. This 
capacity {sakti) is admitted in the Ramanuja school as the colloca- 
tion of accessories which helps a cause to produce the effect 
{kdranasya kdryo-payogt sahakdri-kaldpah saktir ity ucyatey. To 
this Ramanujacarya’s reply is that the absence of counteracting 
agents is not regarded as a separate cause, but the presence of the 
counteracting agents along with the other accessory collocations is 
regarded as making those accessory collocations unfit for producing 
the effect. Thus there are two sets of collocations where the effect 
is or is not produced, and it is the difference of two collocations that 
accounts for the production of the effect in one case and its non- 
production in another; but this does not imply that absence or 
negation of the obstructive factors should be regarded as con- 
tributing to the causation. In one, case there was the capacity for 
production and in another case there was no such capacity*. 
Capacity {sakti) is not regarded by Ramanujacarya as a separate 
non-sensible {atindriya) entity, but as an abstract specification of 
that which produces any effect {iakti-gatajdty-anabhyupagame tad- 
abhdvdt saktasya'iva jdtih kdrya-niydmikd na tu sakti-jdtir 

Jdti {universal), Ramanujacarya does not admit znyjdti or uni- 
versal in the sense of any abstract generality of individuals. Accord- 

' Sarvdrtha-siddhi, p. 685. 

* siddha~v€istu-virodhJ ghdtakah sddhya-vastu-vifodhl pratibandhakah^ kat~ 
harfi yadi kdrye iad-vxruddhaivam iti cen na; ittham kdryatfi kdrarui-paufkalye 
bhavatif tad^apaufkalye na bhavati, apaufkalyoTfx ca kvacit kdrartandm anyatan^^ 
vaikalydt kvacit iakti-vaikalydt iti bhidyaU^ yadyapi iaktir na kdranatfi tathd*pi 
saktasyaVva kdrartatvdt viiefand-bhdve*pi visiffd-bhdva-nydyena kdrai^-bhdvah, 
tad-ubhaya-kdranena prdg-ab/idva-sthitUkarafsdt kdrya-virodhVti pratibandhaho 
bhavati; tatra yathd kdrana-vaikalya-drsfa^raperui kurvato'bhdvah kdratforp na 
sydt; tathd iakti-vighnitafl yo hi ndma pratibandhakah kdra^junfi kidcid vindiya 
kdryofft pratibadhndti na tasyd'bhdvah kdranutm iti tiddham, Nydya-kuUsa, MS. 

• Ibid, 
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ing to him any unified assemblage of parts similar to such other 
assemblages of parts {susadrsa^samsthana) is called a universal^. 

Vehkafa, a follower of Ramanujacarya, defines jdti as mere 
similarity {sausadrsya). Criticizing the Naiyayika theory of jdti he 
says that if that which manifests universals is itself manifested 
through universals, then these universals should have to be mani- 
fested by others which have to be manifested by further universals 
and this would lead to a vicious infinite. If to avoid such a vicious 
infinite it is held that the second grade parts that manifest zjdti 
(universal) do not require a further jdti for their manifestation, then 
it is better to say that it is the similar individuals that represent the 
notion of jdti and that it is not necessary to admit any separate 
category as jdti. It is clear that the notion of universals proceeds 
from qualities or characters in which certain individuals agree, and 
if that is so it should be enough to explain the notion of universals. 
It is these characters, the similarity of which with the similar cha- 
racters of other individuals is remembered, that produce the 
notion of universals*. When some parts or qualities are perceived 
in some things they of themselves naturally remind us of other 
similar parts in other things and it is this fact, that the two mutually 
stand, one beside the other, in the mind, which is called similarity®. 
It is inexplicable why certain qualities or characters remind us of 
others and it can only be said that they do so naturally; and it is this 
fact that they stand beside each other in the mind which constitutes 
their similarity as well as their universal. There is no other separate 
category which may either be called similarity {sddrsya) or uni- 
versal. There is not, however, much difference between Rama- 
nujacarya’s definition of universals and Venkata’s definition of it, 
for though the former defines it as any assemblages that are similar 
and the latter as similarity, yet the very conception of similarity of 
Venkata involves within it the assemblage of parts as its con- 
stituent; for the notion of similarity according to Venkata is not 

* Ny&ya-kuliia. MS. 

* kecid dhl-samsthdna-hheddhi kvacana khalu mithas sddrsyarapd bhdnti yair 
bhavadtyofti sdmdnyam abhivyajyate ta eva sausddrsya-vyavahdra-iifaya-bhQtdfi 
sdmdnya~vyat>ahdra^ nirvahantu; tasmdt tefd/ft sarvefdm anyonya-sdpek^ai^ka^ 
smrti^vifayataydtaUtad-ekdvamarsastat-tajjdtlyatvd-vamarsah. Sarvartha-siddhi, 
P. 70. . 

* yady apy ekaikastham sdsnd-di-dharma-svarQpant tathd'pi tan-nirupadhi- 
niyataih svabhdvato niyataih tais tais sdsnd-dibhir anyu-nifthais sa-pfatidvaftd- 
vikam sydt; idam eva anvonya-sa-pratidvandvika-rupam sddrsya-sabda-vdcyam 
obhidhiyate. Ibid. 



356 Philosophy of the Rdmdnuja School of Thought [ch 

anything abstract, but it means the concrete assemblages of parts 
that stand beside one another in memory. Venkata, however, 
points out tnat the notion of universal” does not necessarily mean 
that it can be with regard to assemblages of parts only, for in case 
of those partless entities, such as qualities, there cannot be any 
assemblage of parts, yet the notion of universals is still quite ap- 
plicable. It is for this reason that Venkata makes “similarity” only 
as the condition of “universals” and does not include assemblages 
of parts {samsthana) as is done by RamanujacSrya. 

Svatah-pTdmdnya (self-validity). It is sometimes argued that 
as in all things so in the determination of validity and invalidity the 
application of the methods of agreement and difference is to be 
regarded as the decisive test. The presence of qualities that con- 
tribute to validity and the absence of defects that make any per- 
ception invalid is to be egarded as deciding the validity or in- 
validity of any perception. To this Ramanujacarya says that the 
ascertainment of qualities that contribute to validity cannot be 
determined without an assurance that there are no defects, and the 
absence of defects cannot also be known without the knowledge of 
the presence of qualities that contribute cowards validity; and so, 
since they mutually depend upon each other, their independent de- 
tennination is impossible. Thus the suggestion is that there is 
neither the determination of validity nor invalidity, but there is 
doubt. 1 o this the reply is that unless something is known there 
cannot be any doubt. So there is a middle stage before the de- 
termination of validity or invalidity. Before it is known that the 
knowledge corresponds with the object or does not do so, there 
must be the manifestation of the object {artha-prakdsa) which, so 
far as it itself is concerned, is self-valid and does not depend for its 
validity upon the application of any other method; for it is the basis of 
all future determinations of its nature as true or false. So this part of 
knowledge — the basic part — the manifestation of objects — is self- 
valid. It is wrong to say that this knowledge is in itself characterless 
(nihsvabhdva)y for it is of the nature of the manifestation of an ob- 
jective entity like the determination of tree-ness before its specific 
nature as a mango or a pine tree^. The knowledge of the contri- 

^ yaihd-rtha-paricchedafi prdmdf^yam ayathd-rtha-paricchedah aprdmd^yarfi 
kathant tad-ubhaya-paritydge arthQ-pafi€cheda-‘siddhib iti cen na, aparitydjyatvd* 
bhyupagamdt. tdyoh tddhdra^am eva hy artha-partcchedtnft- Mmaft Hf/iiapd^ 
paldsd^dim iva vrhatvam, ^ydya-kuliia. MS. 
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butory qualities is not the cause of validity, but when validity is 
determined they may be regarded as having contributed to the 
validity. The self-validity is of the knowledge (jndna) and not of its 
correspondence {tathdtva). If the correspondence were also di- 
rectly revealed, then there can never be any doubt regarding such 
correspondence. When the followers of Kumarila say that know- 
ledge is self-valid, they cannot mean that knowledge itself imparts 
the fact that there has been a true correspondence, for they do not 
admit that knowledge is self-revealing. They have therefore ad- 
mitted that there are some other means by which the notion of such 
validity is imparted. The validity of those will again have to depend 
upon the validity of other imparting agents, and there will thus be 
a vicious infinite. For tlie determination of validity one is bound to 
depend on the ascertainment by corroboration and causal efficiency. 
If validity thus depends upon the ascertainment of contributory 
qualities, then there is no self-validity. The Vedas also cannot be 
self-valid in this view. If there are no defects in them because they 
have not proceeded from any erring mortals, then they have no 
contributory qualities also because they have not proceeded (ac- 
cording to the Mimamsa view) from any trustworthy person. So 
there may legitimately be a doubt regarding their validity. The truth 
of any correspondence depends upon something other than the 
knowledge itself, e.g. the falsehood of any mis-correspondence. If 
it depended merely on the cause of the knowledge, then even a false 
knowledge would be right. For establishing the validity of the 
Vedas, therefore, it has to be admitted that they have been uttered 
by an absolutely trustworthy person. Knowledge does not mani- 
fest merely objectivity but a particular thing or entity and it is valid 
so far as that particular thing has been manifested in knowledge^. 
The validity of knowledge thus refers to the thing in its general 
character as the manifestation of a particular thing and not re- 
garding its specific details in character Such a validity, however, 
refers only to the form of the knowledge itself and not to objective 
corroboration®. Whatever may be doubtful in it is to be ascertained 
by contributory qualities, corroboration and the like, and when the 

^ yaddhijndnt vidyate tad eva tasya lak^anam ucitam vastu-prakdsatvam eva 
jiUine vidyate na tu vifaya~prakdsatvam yalo vijndne samutpanne vifayo* yam iti 
nd* bhdti kintu ghafo* yam iti, Nydya-kuliia. MS. 

* jndndfidfti sdmdnya-^rQpanl eva prdmdnyam na vaiiefikani rUpam, Ibid, 

* tasmdd bodhd'tmakatvena prdptd buddhefi pramd^td. Ibid, 



3s8 Philosophy of the Ramanuja Sc,hool of Thought [ch. 

chances of error are eliminated by other sources the original validity 
stands uncontradicted. 

Saprakdsatva {self luminosity). Ramanujacarya first states the 
Naiyayika objection against self-luminosity. The Naiyayikas are 
supposed to argue that things are existent but they become know- 
able only under certain conditions and this shows that existence 
(sattd) is different from cognition or its self-illumination (prakdia). 
Arguing from the same position it may be said that knowledge as an 
existent entity is different from its illumination as such’. If know- 
ledge itself were self-revealing, then it would not depend upon any 
conditioning of it by its contiguity or relationing with objects and 
as such any individual cognition would mean universal cognition. 
If, on the other hand, knowledge requires a further conditioning 
through its relationing with objects, then knowledge would not be 
self-revealing. Further, knowledge being partless, there cannot be 
any such conception that one part of it reveals the other. In the case 
of partless entities it is not possible to conceive that knowledge 
should be self-revealing, for it cannot be both an agent and an ob- 
ject at the same time. Again, if knowledge were self-revealing, then 
the difference between consciousness and its re-perception through 
introspection cannot be accounted for. Further, it must be remem- 
bered that the difference between one cognition and another depends 
upon the difference of its objective content. Apart from this there is no 
difference between one cognition and another. If the objective con- 
tent was not a constituent of knowledge, then there would be no 
difference between the illumination of knowledge as such and the 
illumination of an object. If knowledge were by itself self-illuminat- 
ing, then there would be no place for objects outside it and this would 
bring us to absolute idealism. So the solution may be either on the 
Mimamsa lines that knowledge produces such a character in the 
objective entity that by that cognized character of objects cognition 
may be inferred, or it may be on Nydyd lines that knowledge mani- 
fests the objects. Thus it has to be admitted that there must be some 
kind of cognitive relation between the object and its knowledge, and 
it would be the specific nature of these relations that would de- 
termine the cognitive character in each case. Now it may again be 
asked whether this cognitive relation is only object-pointing or 

' $€trvasya hi ivatah sva-gpcara^jiUlnd-’dhlnah prakdiah samvid&m apt tathai*va 
abhyupagautum ucitah. Nydya-ktSliia. MS. 
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whether it is object-knowledge-pointing. In the former case the 
object alone would be manifested and in the latter case knowledge 
would be its own object, which is again absurd. If knowledge 
manifested the object without any specific relation, then any know- 
ledge might manifest any object or all objects. Knowledge implies 
a cognitive operation and if such an operation is not admitted 
knowledge cannot be manifested, for the very objectivity of know- 
ledge implies such an operation. Hence the conclusion is that as 
knowledge manifests other objects so it is also manifested by a 
further cognition of re-perception. When one says “I perceive it,** 
it is not a case of mere knowledge-manifestation but a re-perception 
of having perceived that particular object. So knowledge is mani- 
fested by a further re-perception and not by itself. To this Rama- 
nujacaiya raises an objection: it may be asked whether this re- 
perception of knowledge takes place in spite of the absence of any 
desire to re-perceive on the part of the knower or as the result of 
any such desire. In the former case, since the re-perception takes 
place automatically, there will be an infinite series of such automatic 
re-perceptions. In the latter case, i.e. when the re-perception takes 
place in consequence of a desire to do so, then such a desire must 
be produced out of previous knowledge and that would again pre- 
suppose another desire, and that another knowledge, and there 
would thus be a vicious infinite. To this the Naiydyika reply is that 
the general re-perception takes place without any desire, but the 
specific re-perception occurs as a result of a desire to that effect. 
This ordinary re-perception of a general nature follows as a natural 
course, for all mundane people have always some know'ledge or 
other throughout the course of their experience. It is onl) when 
there is a desire to know some specific details that there is a specific 
mental intuition (mdnasa-pratyaksa) to that effect. 

To this Ramanujacai'ya’s reply is that in the case of an ordinary 
existent thing there is a diffeience between its existence as such and 
its manifestation of know^ledge, for it always depends upon specific 
relations between itself and knowledge; but in the case of a self- 
luminous entity where no such relations arc needed there is no 
difference between its existence and its manifestation. The fire 
illuminates other objects but it docs not need any other assistance to 
manifest itself. It is this that is meant by self-luminosity. Just as 
no entity depends upon any other entity of its own class for its 
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manifestation, so knowledge also does not need assistance from 
knowledge for its manifestation. The relations that are needed for 
the manifestation of other objects are not needed for the manifesta- 
tion of knowledge itselP. Knowledge thus being self-luminous 
helps our behaviour directly but does not depend upon anything 
else for lending such assistance. It is against all experience that 
knowledge for its manifestation requires some other knowledge, 
and if it has no support in our experience there is no justification 
for making such an extraordinary theory that any knowledge for its 
manifestation should require the operation of another knowledge. 
That only can be called an object of knowledge which though 
existent remains unmanifested. But it cannot be said that there 
was knowledge which was not known, for a cognition would not 
last like other objective entities awaiting the time when it might be 
manifested. In the case of a past knowledge which is merely in- 
ferred now', there is no notion of that knowledge, so one can always 
draw a distinction between the known and the unknown. If only 
the object were illuminated and not the knowledge of it, no one 
would fail for a moment to perceive that. If knowledge were merely 
inferred from its effect, everyone would have so experienced it, but 
no one has a moment’s hesitation in discriminating between what 
is known and unknown. It is again wrong to say that knowledge 
arises only after inquiry, for in the present knowledge whatever is 
sought to be known is known directly, and in the past knowledge 
also there is no such inference that there was knowledge because 
it is remembered, but the past knowledge directly appears as 
memory; for if that is called an inference, then even re-perception 
may be regarded as an inference from memory. 

Again, a thing that exists without being an object of knowledge 
at the same time is liable to erroneous manifestation on account of 
the presence of defects in the collocation conditioning the know- 
ledge, but knowledge itself is never liable to error, and conse- 
quently it has no existence apart from being known. Just as there 
cannot be any doubt whether a pleasure or a pain is experienced, 
so there cannot be any doubt about knowledge, and this shows that 
whenever there is knowledge it is self-manifested. When one knows 
an object one is also sure about one’s knowledge of it. Again, 4t is 

* jfidnam ananyd-dhtna^prakaiam Oftha^prakdiakatvdt dfpavat Nydya- 
huliia. MS. 
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wrong to suppose that if knowledge is self-manifested then there 
would be no difference between itself and its objective content, for 
the difference is obvious; knowledge in itself is formless, while the 
object supplies the content. Two entities which appear in the same 
manifestation, such as quality and substance, things and their 
number, are not on that account identical. It cannot also be said 
that knowledge and its object are identical because they are simul- 
taneously manifested, for the very fact that they are simultaneously 
manifested shows that they are two different things. Knowledge 
and the object shine forth in the same manifestation and it 
is impossible to determine which of them shines before or 
after. 

The self also is to he regarded as being of the nature of know- 
ledge from the testimony of the scriptures. Self being of the nature 
of knowledge is also self-luminous, and it is not therefore 
to be supposed chat it is cognized by mental intuition {manasa- 
pratyak^a). 


Ramanujadasa alias Mahacarya. 

Ramanujadasa, called also Mahacarya, was the pupil of 
Badhula Srmivasacarya. He is not, however, to be confused with 
Ramanujacarya II, the son of Padmanabharya and the maternal 
uncle of Vedanta-desika — who was also known as V^adi-harnsa- 
navdmbuda. He wrote at least three books: Sad-vidya-vijaya^ 
Advaita-vijaya, and Parikara-^vijaya, 

In his Sad-vidya-vijaya^ in refuting the Sahkarite doctrine that 
the existence of positive nescience {bhdva-rupa-jndna) can be known 
by the different pramdnas of perception, inference and implication, 
he says that, intuitive experience of ignorance, such as ‘T am ig- 
norant,*' cannot be regarded as an experience of nescience as such 
in its entirety (krtsnd-jndna-pratftis tavad asiddhd), for it can never 
refer to all objects as negativing all knowledge. A perceptual 
mental state of the antahkarana is not admitted by the Sahkarites to 
refer to entities past and gone Even when a man intuits that he is 
ignorant, there is at that stage an illumination of his own ego and 
the fact of his being ignorant^ and it- cannot be said that in such an 
experience the'hescience in its entirety has beet) illuminated, for 
the ego is also illuminated at the time. If nescience in its entiretv 
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is not illuminated, then the nescience is only illuminated with re- 
ference to particular objects, and if that is so the assumption of a 
positive nescience is useless. Again, if nescience or want of know- 
ledge refers to a particular object, then there is a knowledge of that 
object implied in it; and therefore nescience as such is not ex- 
perienced and a supposition of a positive nescience is no better than 
the ordinarily accepted view that in such cases there is only a nega- 
tion of the knowledge of an object except in deep dreamless sleep. 
In all other stages all experiences of ignorance refer to the negation 
of knowledge of particular objects. All cases of ignorance mean that 
their objects are known only in a general manner, but not in their 
specific details. Again, it cannot be said that nescience is regarded 
as positive merely to denote that it is of the nature of a stuff that is 
opposed to knowledge in general (jnana-samanya-virodhi) ; for in such 
experiences as “ I am ignorant’* there is the knowledge of the sub- 
ject to which the ignorance belongs and also some general content 
regarding which there is the ignorance. Further, since the ne- 
science has the pure consciousness as its support and since the 
mind {antahkarana) is not regarded as its support, how can the ex- 
perience “ I am ignorant” be said to refer to the experience of this 
stuff? If it be held that since the mind is an illusory construction 
on the pure consciousness which is the support of the nescience 
{ajndna)^ the latter may appear as a mental function, for both the ego 
and the nescience, being illusory impositions on the pure conscious- 
ness, may shine forth from the same identical basis of conscious- 
ness. The reply is that such an explanation is obviously wrong, for 
if both the ego-consciousness and the cqndna shone forth from the 
same basic consciousness, the latter could not appear as the pre- 
dicate of the former. If t^e one pure consciousness manifests both 
the ego and the ajndna, they would not appear as different and 
arranged in a definite subject-predicate order. Again, if it is held 
that the ajndna shines only as a predicative to the ego because they 
are based on pure consciousness, then how can such an ajndna refer 
to the objective things (which arc independent impositions on pure 
consciousness) in such experiences as ” I do not know a jug? ” If it 
is said that since there is the one identical consciousness on which 
the objective entities, the ajndna and the ego-entity, are all imposed, 
and the ajndna is always in relation with the objective entities, then 
it may be said that even' when a jug is known, the ajndna^ being in 
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relation with other entities (such as cloth) and through them with 
the pure consciousness underlying them, is also in relation with the 
pure consciousness on which the jug is a construction. As such it 
would also be in relation with the jug, with the result that there 
would be the experience that the jug is not known. It may be 
argued that the very fact of the positive perception of the jug may 
be an obstacle to the association of ajnana with it. To this the reply 
is that just as when one says ‘T do not know this tree’* there is 
knowledge regarding the “this” and ignorance regarding the nature 
of the tree, so here also there may be a partial knowledge and ig- 
norance in different aspects of the same jug. In cases of doubt one 
has to admit knowledge and ignorance subsisting in the same 
entity, and this is true in all cases of inquiry where a thing may be 
known in a general way and yet remain unknown so far as its 
specific details are concerned. 

Again, it is wrongly contended by the Sankarites that during 
deep dreamless sleep there is a direct intuition of ajnana; for if 
ajnana were then known in its own nature as such, a man could not 
wake up and remember that he knew nothing. He should then 
have remembered that he had a direct intuition of ajnana. If during 
deep dreamless sleep the pure consciousness illuminated ajnana, it 
must have also illuminated all known and unknown things in the 
world, which is absurd, for then these would have been remembered 
during the waking period. It cannot be said that during deep 
dreamless sleep only ajnana is manifested and nothing else, for 
according to the testimony of waking consciousness time is also 
perceived during dreamless sleep which accounts for the memory of 
the waking stage “so long I did not know' anything.” Further, if it 
is held that whatever is illuminated by pure rafefi-consciousness 
(i.e. without passing through the vrtti stage) then the ajnana also 
would not be remembered. If it is held that the objects of ajnana 
only are not illuminated by the 5flA«-consciousness but only the 
ajnana, then that could not account for the memory in the waking 
stage “I did not know anything,” where “anything” definitely re- 
fers to some object of ajnana. Moreover, if the above supposition 
were correct, then the pure bliss could not be illuminated during 
dreamless sleep and remembered later in the w^aking stage. If in 
reply to this it were contended that certain specific characters were 
remembered during the waking period in addition to the ajnana 
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because they were represented through the modes of avidyS, the 
reply is that instead of assuming that there were specific modes of 
avidyd one might as well admit them to be due to mental modes or 
states, and the experience of ajndna might well be accounted for as 
being the experience of absence of knowledge. Since absence of 
knowledge is acceptable to all, there is no justification for admitting 
a new entity such as a positive ajndna, 

Again, in the case of loss of memory of a perceived object, a 
person might say that he did not know the object, but that does not 
prove that while he knew the object he had an intuition of the 
cgfldnn of that object. After an illusory perception of conch-shell- 
silver one says “I did not know silver so long”; and how is this to 
be explained? Moreover, when one sees an object at the present 
moment, one may say ” I did not know this object so long.” How 
is this to be explained.^ The obvious reply is that in all such cases 
we infer only that there was an absence of knowledge of those 
entities. In the instance under discussion also we may hold the 
same view and say that we infer that during dreamless sleep we had 
no knowledge. But we cannot say that we then intuited directly a 
positive ajndna. The Sahkantes say that the existence of ajndna as 
a positive stuff can be proved by inference also, for according to 
them just as light manifests things by removing the positive stuff 
of darkness, so knowledge also manifests things by removing the 
ajndna stuff that was hiding them. In refuting this, Mahacarya 
enters into a long discourse of formal and scholastic criticism of the 
Sahkarite mode of syllogism which cannot appropriately be treated 
here. The main point that is worthy of our notice here and which 
has a philosophical significance is the view of the Ramanuja school 
that the illumination of thif^s by knowledge does not presuppose 
that some positive stuff of ajndna must have been removed. The 
Sahkarites object that unless ajndna is admitted as a separate stuff, 
hiding the pure bliss of the self, it is difficult to explain emancipa- 
tion. To this Mahacarya’s reply is that emancipation can well be 
explained as cessation of bondage. People are as anxious to gain 
positive pleasure as to remove negative pain. It is wrong to suppose 
that unless the bondage were false it could not be removed, for it is 
well known that the effects of poison can be removed by the medita- 
tion of the mythical bird Garuda. So worldly bondage can also be 
removed by the meditation of God, though it be real. Meditation 
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as knowledge can remove not only ignorance but also the real fact 
of bondage. Emancipation may thus be regarded as the eternal 
manifestation of bliss and it is not indispensably necessary that all 
manifestation of bliss or happiness must be associated with a body 
like other ordinary bodily pleasure'. 

The Sankarites say that since the unchangeable self cannot be 
the material cause of the world phenomena nor anything else, it 
comes by implication that there must be an ajnana stuff which is 
the inaterial cause of the world, for it is only such a material cause 
that can explain the ajnana characteristics of the world-phenomena. 
Brahman has often been designated as the material cause of the 
world, and this is true only so far as it is the basic cause {adhisthana- 
kdrana\ the pure being that underlies all phenomena. The ajnana 
is the changing material cause {partndmi-kdrana), and as such the 
world participates in the nature of ajnana in its characters. 

To this Mahacarya’s reply is that even though the world- 
creation may be supposed to be false, that does not necessarily im- 
ply the assumption of a positive ajnana. Thus the illusory silver is 
produced without any cause, or the self may be regarded as the 
material cause of the world-creation, which though partless may 
appear as the world through error. It cannot be said that a false 
effect must have a false entity as its cause, for no such generaliza- 
tion can be made. The presence of the common characteristic of 
falsehood cannot determine the supposition that a false entity must 
necessarily be the cause of a false effect, for there must be other 
common characteristics in other respects too and there is certainly 
no absolute similarity of characteristics between the cause and the 
effect^. Moreover, an effect does not necessarily possess the same 
identity of existence as its changing material cause; it is therefore 
not impossible for the Brahman to be the material cause of the world, 
though its purity may not be found in the world. If the Brahman 
is regarded as the parindmi-kdrana of the world, it cannot of course 
have the same identical existence as the world, but if an entity can 
show itself in another form we may call it a parindmi^karanay and 
it is not necessary for it to have the same existence as that effect. 
Thus, destruction and the cessation of avidyd are both regarded as 

^ Sad-vidyd-vijaya, pp. 39”75 (MSS.) 

‘ nanu updddno-pddeyayoh sdlakfarfya-niyama^darsanad era tat^siddhir iti cet 
sarvathd sdlakfanyasya mrd-ghatayoh apy adarsandt yat kiUcit sdrQpyasyd hikti- 
rojatd^dav Qpi paddrthatVd-dmd satvdi. I6id. p. 77 . 
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effects and yet they have not the same existence as their causes^. 
It cannot therefore be argued that if Brahman be regarded as the 
parindmukarana of the world, the world would thereby be as real 
as Brahman. Again, the non-appearance of the Brahma-character 
of the world may well be explained as being due to the influence of 
karma. Even for explaining the non-appearance of the Brahma- 
character of the world the assumption of an ajndna is not necessary. 
It is also not necessary to define emancipation as the cessation of 
ajndnay for that stage, being itself a state of bliss, can thereby be 
regarded as an object of our efforts, and the supposition of avidya 
and its cessation is wholly groundless. 

Mahacarya also made a vigorous effort to show by textual con- 
tents that the existence of avidya as a positive ignorance is not 
admitted in the Vedic scriptures. 

In the second chapter Mahacarya attempts to show that there 
is no necessity to admit an ajndna as an independent hiding stuff. 
The Sahkarites argue that though the self is experienced in the 
notion of our ego, yet the self is not expressed in our ego-experience 
as identical with Brahman as the fullness of bliss, and for this it is 
necessary to admit that there is an ajndna stuff which hides the pure 
character of Brahman. To this Mahacarya’s reply is that since 
ajndna is regarded as beginningless its hiding capacity will also be 
eternal and no emancipation is possible *, and if Brahman could be 
hidden, it will cease to have its own nature as self-luminous and 
will be ignorant. Moreover, the experience is of the form *T am 
ignorant” and as such the ajndna seems to have reference only to 
the ego. If it is held that the existence of the veil is admitted only 
to explain the limited appearance of Brahman through mind 
{antahkarana), then it may well be pointed out that the limited ap- 
pearance of Brahman as "ego may well be explained through the 
limitation of the antahkarana through which it manifests itself, and 
for that it is not necessary to admit a separate veil of ajndna. 

Again it may be asked whether the veiling is identical with 
ajfidna or different from it. In the former case it would ever remain 

^ yad uktam brahma^ah parindmitayd updddnatve pariifdma^ya parv^Omi-^ 
samdna-sattdkatva^niyamina kdryasyd'pi satyatva^prasa^a iti. tatra kiip pari^ 
ifdma-iabdena kdrya-mdtraip livakfitam, uta rapd-ntord-pattih ; dhvamsasya 
avidyd^nivrtteica parindmi-samdna-sattdkatvd-bkdvdt na hi tad-rOpe^ parindmi 
kihcid asti, na dvitlyarp rupd-ntard-patUh pari^dmi-mdtra^sdpekfatvdt gauraveifa 
tva^i€andna-satt^Uui-paritjLdmy-.apekfd»bhdvdt, Sad-vidyd^vijayat p. 77. 
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unmanifested, and the manifestation of the world*appearance 
would be impossible. If the veiling is something different from 
ajnana^ then since that something is not in any way related with 
pure consciousness its operation would not explain the world- 
illusion. If this veiling is supposed to render the ajnana in- 
definable, then it may be asked if this veiling is something different 
from ajnana or identical with it; in the latter case it would not de- 
pend on it and in the former case it is meaningless to regard ajnana 
as antagonistic to Brahman. Thus, since the limitations through 
which the Brahman manifests itself are sufRcient to explain the 
limited appearance of Brahman as world-objects, it is unnecessary 
to admit a separate ajnana. 

Again, if ajnana can veil the pure 5a^i-consciousness, then the 
whole world would be blind and there would be no knowledge at 
all. If the ja^z-consciousness cannot be veiled, then the Brahman 
also cannot be veiled. Further, if Brahman is always self-luminous, 
then it can never be hidden by ajnana. If it is said that the self- 
luminosity of Brahman means that it cannot be the object of cog- 
nition {a-vedyatva) or of immediacy {aparoksa)^ then it is un- 
necessary to indulge in the conception of veiling, for the non- 
cognizability is neither of the two. Again, the Sahkarites hold that the 
ajnana hides the bliss part of Brahman but not the part of its con- 
sciousness. This is obviously impossible, for they hold that bliss 
and pure consciousness are identical; and if that were so, how can 
the bliss part be covered without covering also the part of con- 
sciousness, and how can one identical partlcss being, the Brahman, 
be divided into two parts of which one is covered while the other is 
not? Again, if the self is admitted to be of the nature of pure bliss, 
and if our love of pleasure is explained as being due to the illusory 
construction of the ego on this self, then since all things of the 
world are but illusory impositions on the self, all things in the world 
would be dear to us and even pain would be pleasurable. 

In the third chapter Mahacarya refutes the Sahkarite theory of 
the support of ajMna, It is held by some exponents of the Sankara 
school that the q/ndwa-constitucnts of the objects are supported in 
the pure consciousness underlying these objects. Though there are 
the modifications of these ajnana entities, yet they may have rela- 
tion with our ego-consciousness, for both the ego and the objects 
are but the states of a ground-ajndna. To this Mahacarya says that 
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if all objects of the world have separate and different ajnana 
materials as their causes, then it is wrong to suppose that the illusory 
silver is produced by the ajnana of the conch-shell. It would be 
much better to say that the ajnana of the subject {pramata) as it 
comes out with the antahkarana has produced the illusory silver. 
Again, if the ajnana of the conch-shell is regarded as beginningless, 
it is meaningless to regard it as being a modification of a ground- 
ajndnay and if it is not regarded as a mode its perception cannot be 
explained. 

There are again others who hold that the ajnana constituting an 
external object in some sense subsists in the subject as well and 
thus there may be a connection between the subject and the object. 
To this Mahacarya says that such a view is impossible, for the con- 
sciousness underlying the object is different from that underlying the 
subject; and if it is held that pure consciousness is ultimately one, 
then all objects ought to be illuminated just as much as any par- 
ticular object is illuminated at the time of any particular cognition. 
Again, if the consciousness underlying the objects and the subject 
is without any distinction, why should a man know himself to he 
ignorant when he says “I am ignorant”? There is no reason why 
this feeling of ignorance should be felt in the subject and not in the 
object when the consciousness underlying them are one and the 
same. Moreover, in that case where one person knows an object, 
there would be a knowledge of that object with all persons. 

There are again others who say that the ajHdna constituent of 
the conch-shell has the consciousness underlying the ego-ex- 
perience as its support and the consciousness underlying the conch- 
shell as its object. To this Mahacarya says that the ajnana supported 
by the consciousness underlying the ego-experience cannot undergo 
transformation, and, if this is so, it cannot explain the diverse objects. 

There are others again who think that when a man says that he 
does not know the conch-shell his ignorance refers to the root- 
ajndna; for though the ajnana refers to the pure consciousness, that 
being identical with the pure consciousness underlying the conch- 
shell, the ajnana also refers to the conch-shell and may be so ap- 
prehended. One has also to admit that the illusory silver is also 
made up of the stuff of ajnana^ for since the illusory silver appears 
in perception, it must have some stuff as its material cause. 

To this Mahacarya*®. reply is that if the apperception of self- 
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ignorance has a reference to the voot-ajnSna^ there is no justification 
for admitting separate ajnanas constituting the stuff of the objects. 
It cannot be suggested that the existence of such igUana may be 
proved by the fact that each perception implies the cessation of a 
particular ignana, for the disappearance of such an €gnana is only a 
matter of inference, and it may as well be assumed that it does not 
mean anything more than that a particular cognition follows only 
the absence of that particular knowledge. A negation-precedent- 
to-a-production is always destroyed by the production of a par- 
ticular entity. When one says “ I did not know the jug long, but 
I know it now,” the cessation of the absence of knowledge or the 
egnSna has a direct and immediate reference to the subject, the 
knower. But the removal of the ajnana hiding the objects is only 
a matter of inference from the fact of cognition, and it can never be 
immediate or intuitive. Again, if the root-ajMna is supposed to 
veil the pure consciousness as underlying the objects, it is un- 
necessary to suppose the existence of separate ajnanas hiding the 
objects. If it is supposed that the pure consciousness underlying 
the objects, being identical with Brahman, which is referred to by 
the root-a/>idna, may appear in consciousness as being limited 
under the object-appearance, it may be asked how on account of the 
association of the roouajndna the object may appear to be unknown 
even when it is known. Again, the root-ignorance implied in such 
an experience as “I do not know^” cannot belong to the mind 
{antahharana), for it is a material object and it cannot belong to the 
self-shining pure consciousness. Being what it is, it cannot be 
ignorant about itself. 

Further, it may well be said that though the self is manifested in 
self-consciousness yet it often appears as associated with the body, 
and though objects may generally be known as “knowable” yet 
their specific'nature may not be known and it is this that often leads 
to doubt; all these are inexplicable except on the assumption of 
ignorance. They may all be admitted, but even then the assumption 
that ajfidna acts as a veiling agent is wholly unwarrantable. Un- 
certainty (anavadharana) and veiling {dvarana) are not one and the 
same thing. In the appearance of water in a mirage there may be 
doubt due to uncertainty, and it cannot be denied that there is all 
the appearance of water which could not have been if the so-called 
ajnana had veiled it. Nor can it be said that the uncertainty 
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is due to the veiling, for it may well be urged that since veiling 
cannot manifest itself either as being or as self-luminous, it is itself 
a mere consequence or result of the factor of uncertainty. If it is 
urged that the factor of indefiniteness or uncertainty itself con- 
stitutes the nature of veiling {anavadharanatvam eva dvaf€amm\ 
then it may be said that the fact that the individual ego is not felt 
to be identical is regarded as being due to the veiling operation ; but 
that does not mean that there is any uncertainty in our experience 
as the limited individual. If there were any such uncertainty, then 
ego-experience would not have stood as an indubitable fact. Again, 
if ajndna be itself of the nature of uncertainty, then there is no 
meaning in ascribing a separate veiling character to it. If it is held 
that ajndna is supported only by pure consciousness, then there 
would be no reason why the individual selves should pass through 
the cycles of birth and rebirth, for such ajndna would have no 
association with the individual selves. If it is urged that the same 
consciousness manifests itself through the individual self, then it 
may also be urged that since the consciousness underlies both the 
individuals and God, God may equally well be supposed to undergo 
the cycle of birth and rebirth^. 

It is sometimes said that it is the mind {antahkarana) which ex- 
periences pleasure and pain and it is this that constitutes bondage. 
The mind itself being an illusory construction on the pure con- 
sciousness, the characters of the mind are felt to belong to the con- 
sciousness. To this Mahacarya’s reply is that if the bondage be- 
longed to the mind, then the pure consciousness cannot be sup- 
posed to suffer bondage. For if the suffering of bondage is due to the 
false notion of the identification of the pure consciousness with the 
mind, the bondage is qpt due to mind but to that false notion. In a 
similar manner Mahacarya enters into a criticism of many alternative 
interpretations that are offered by various writers of the Sankara 
school in support of the existence of ajndna and such of its relations 
as may explain the world creation, and finally tries to establish his view 
that in w^hichever way the relation of ajndna may be conceived it is 
fraught with diverse kinds of contradictions which baffle explanation. 

Again, in the fourth chapter Mahacarya contends that the 

^ ajndnasya caitanya^mdtrd-irayatve jive sarjisdra-hetutd na sydt vaiyadhi- 
karanydc caitanyasyai*ffajlve*ia^vibhdgdttdmdnddhikaranye livarasyd'pi satfisdra- 
prasangah. Sad^vidyd^itjaya,’ p. toy (MS.). 
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avidya cannot be regarded as ultimately real {pdramarthUd) for then 
there would be no monism. It cannot be regarded as the stuff of all 
that is cognized in practical experience {vyavahdrilu), for then it could 
not be called the stuff of illusory experiences. It is sometimes 
urged that even from false things, such as a false fear, there may be 
real illness or even death, and so even from ignorance there can be 
real knowledge. Mahacarya points out that this analogy is false, for 
even in the above instances it is knowledge that produces the said 
results. If avidya is false, then all its material transformations must 
also be false, for the effect is always identical with the cause. It is 
urged that since the world-objects are false their knowledge must 
also be false; then the Brahman, which is the knowledge which is 
itself a product of avidya^ is also false. 

Further, if ajndna be regarded as one, then with the knowledge 
of conch-shell all ajndna should cease ; for without the cessation of 
ajndna the conch-shell could not have been known. It cannot be 
said that with the knowledge of the conch-shell only the veil hiding 
it has been removed and that the ajndna did not cease, for experience 
testifies to the disappearance of ajndna and not that of the veil. Thus 
one is forced to admit the existence of many ajndnas. For if it is 
held that know^ledge removes only the veil, then even the last 
emancipating knowledge would also remove only a particular veil 
and that would not result in the destruction of the ultimate ajndna. 
Again, ajndna is defined as that which is destroyed by knowledge 
{jndna). If that is so, it is obviously wrong to define knowledge as 
being itself a product of ajndna. The effect cannot destroy the 
causal entity. Again, if at the time of emancipation of a man the 
ajndna is supposed to be destroyed, such an ajndna if it is one only 
would be wholly destroyed and there would be no other ajfidna left 
which could bind the other unemancipated individuals. It is sup- 
posed that ajndna must be false, for it is destroyed by knowledge, 
but at the same time it is admitted that the ajndna is destroyed by 
the true scriptures (fru/i), and when a thing is destroyed by another 
real and true entity the former cannot be regarded as false. 

Again, avidya is sometimes defined as something the cessation 
of which can be produced by knowledge [jndnajanya). Now Brah- 
man is itself the cessation of avidyd, but it is not produced by know- 
ledge. If knowledge is regarded as a means to the cessation of 
knowledge (jndnasadhyatvdt), then it does not necessarily mean that 
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it has produced the cessation {na ca sva-janyatvam eva svorsa^ 
dhyatvam). If the two concepts are regarded as identical, then the 
relationing of avidya to which avidya may be regarded as a means 
would also have to be admitted as being produced by avidya^ which 
is reasoning in a circle^. Arguing on the same analogy, one might as 
well say that the cessation of the relationing with avidya depends on 
the cessation of avidya^ but in that case since the cessation of avidya 
itself means a relationing with avidya it becomes a tautology only. 

Again, in order to differentiate any ordinary erroneous view, 
which is removed by right knowledge from avidya^ it has been de- 
fined as being beginningless yet destructible by knowledge. Now, 
it may be asked, what is the nature of this knowledge which destroys 
avidya} Does it mean pure consciousness or only mental states? 
If it is pure consciousness, then it cannot destroy the root-im- 
pressions {samshara)\ for it is only the mental states {vrtti) which 
can destroy the mental root-impressions, and if avidya is a begin- 
ningless samskdra it cannot be removed by knowledge as pure con- 
sciousness and thus the assumption of its being beginningless serves 
no useful purpose. The second supposition, that knowledge which 
destroys avidya is only a mental state, cannot also be correct, for it 
is held that knowledge as mental state can remove only the veil of 
(gndna but not the ajndna itself. If it is said that the mental state 
removes both the veil and the ajndna^ then the definition of ajndna 
as that which can be removed by knowledge becomes too wide, as 
it would also signify the veil {avarand) which is not intended to be 
covered within the definition of ajndna. Again, if ajndnas are re- 
garded as many, then such cognitive states can remove only the 
tqndnas veiling the ordinary objects, and cannot therefore be ap- 
plied to one undiffersptiated ajndna-vihxAe which can be removed 
only by the intuition of the partless real, for this knowledge would 
not be a mental state which is always limited^ Here also the 
ajndna must be supposed to be hiding the nature of Brahman, and 
the cessation of the ajnfina is directly consequent upon the cessation 
of the veil. So, firstly, the direct cause of the cessation of the 
ajndna is not knowledge but the removal of the veil; secondly, it is 
the removal of the veil that is caused by the knowledge, and so it is 
this that ought to be called ajfidna according to the definition, for 
the veil is both beginningless and destructible by knowledge. 

^ Sad~vuiyd-vijdya, p. 1 16. * Ibid. 
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Mahicarya enters into a series of further criticisms of the definition 
of avidya which are more or less of a scholastic nature and may 
therefore be omitted here. 

In the fifth chapter Mahacarya disputes the possibility that the 
avidya is illuminated or manifested. If avidya was self-manifesting, 
then it would be real and spiritual like the Brahman. If the mani- 
festation of Brahman were the manifestation of the manifestation 
of the avidya^ then the former being eternal the manifestation of 
the avidya would also be eternal; yet avidya is always regarded as 
existing only so long as it shines, and therefore as false {mithy&» 
Tthasya pratibhasa-samana^kalinatva-niyamat). If the manifestation 
{prakdia) of avidya be regarded as its non-distinguishingness 
(abheda) with the manifestation of Brahman, then so long as the 
manifestation of Brahman remains, the avidya would also remain 
and hence avidya itself would be eternal. Again, if it is urged that, 
when the avidya ceases, its non-distinguishingness with the Brahma- 
manifestation would also cease, and hence Brahman would be 
eternal and avidya would be destructible, a further difficulty may 
be pointed out to this contention, namely, that if the avidya be in- 
distinguishable from the Brahma-manifestation, then either the 
latter would be false or the former real. It would be absurd to sug- 
gest in reply that, though different, they have an identical being 
{bhinnatvesaty abhinnas-attdhatvam). The criticisms suggested here- 
in will apply to the doctrine if the illumination of avidya be ex- 
plained as the manifestation of Brahman, as limited by avidyd 
{avidyd^vacchinnam brahma-^svarupam avidya-prakdiah) or as con- 
ditioned by it or reflected through it. 

In the next chapter Mahacarya tries to show the incompatibility 
of the conception that avidyd may be brought to an end. He says 
that pure consciousness cannot be supposed to destroy avidyd. Then 
avidyd can never exist, for the pure consciousness is eternally ex- 
isting and as such by itself destroys avidyd and no other effort is 
necessary. If pure consciousness cannot destroy avidya^ it cannot 
do so when reflected through a mental state {vrtti-prativimbitam), 
for it is not more than the unlimited consciousness {caitanydd 
adhika-visayatvd-bhdvetadvadevanivarttakatva-sambhavdt). If the 
pure consciousness reflected through a vrtti cannot remove avidyd^ 
then it cannot do so when limited by a vrtti or conditioned by it. 
'fhe vrtti itself also cannot remove it, for it is itself material. If it 
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is held that the knowledge which contradicts the illusory notion 
brought about by the agnana destroys it and not the intuition of the 
reality, then if that contradiction is something identical with pure 
consciousness, it is the pure consciousness which is to be supposed 
as destroying the (qnana\ the objections against such a view have 
already been dealt with. If knowledge and ajiidna are different, then 
it is wrong to suppose that knowledge destroys ajndna; for knowledge 
is the contradiction that is supposed to destroy avidyd and by 
supposition avidyd is not knowledge. Moreover, since that il- 
lumination which destroys ajiidna cannot be supposed to have 
a further veil which is removed by it, it cannot rightly be called 
knowledge; for knowledge according to the supposition of the 
iSankarites operates by removing a veil. Further, this knowledge 
is supposed to be opposed to ail things in the world, and if that is 
so how can it be said that by this knowledge only the ajiidna is 
destroyed? Again, if it is supposed that illusion consists in 
identifying everything with Brahman and knowledge is supposed to 
remove this false identification, then since knowledge is supposed 
to operate by removing a veil, it has to be supposed that ajiidna was 
veiling the false identification, and if that were so there could have 
been no knowledge in our world-experience. 

Again, the cessation of avidyd is also incomprehensible in itself, 
for it cannot be different from the nature of Brahman ; if it were 
there would be duality and emancipation would be impossible. 
If it were one with the Brahman, then being so it would exist 
always and there would be no scope for making any effort about it. 
It cannot also be said that avidyd and Brahman mutually negate 
each other; for avidyd has Brahman for its support and as such is 
not antagonistic to it. 

Prapatti Doctrine as expounded in Srivacana-bhusana 
of Lokacarya and Saumya Jamatr Muni’s Com- 
mentary on it. 

According to the Srivacana-bhusana the mercy of God remains 
always as submerged in His justice, but yet it always exists and its 
apprehension by us is obstructed by certain conditions. It is not 
produced by our efforts, for then God would not always be merciful 
{anudbhuta-dayd-dy-udbhdvaka-purusa-kdra-sdpek^akatvenityo-dbhu- 
ta-dayd-di-mattvam vydhatam sydt 35. B.). 
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The mercy of God is dependent on Him and on no one else; yet 
there exists in Narayana the deity LaksmI who is like the essence 
of Him or the body of Him, and who has voluntarily reconciled her 
will absolutely with that of Narayana. Though in such a conception 
the LaksmI is dependent on Narayana, yet for the devotees 
Narayana and LaksmI go together, and for him the mercy of God 
is to be attributed to both LaksmI and Narayana taken as a whole. 

The conception of LaksmI is such that she is the greatest object 
of love for Narayana, who has conceived her as a part of Himself, 
and LaksmI has also so identified herself with Him that there is no 
separate existence for her. As such LaksmI has not to make any 
special effort for bringing Narayana in consonance with her will ; 
for there is practically no existence of duality, and for this reason 
there is no necessity for devotees to cling separately to LaksmI. 
The nature of LaksmI is the pure essence of the mercy of God'. 

When the devotee is in a state of separation from God through 
the wrong conception of his own independence and separate in- 
dividuality, he has to make an effort in the negative direction in for- 
saking his own sense of freedom and adopting God as his ultimate 
end. But once he has forsaken his false egoism and surrendered 
himself entirely to God, there is no need of further effort on his 
part. At such a stage through the influence of Laksmi all the sins 
of the devotee are destroyed and through her influence God ex- 
tends His mercy to him*. Laksmi also rouses in the human mind 
through internal moral persuasion the belief in the necessity of 
seeking His friendship. She performs the dual function, fi.-st that 
of turning the minds of the people, who are under the sway of 
beginningless avidya by which they are always being attracted by 
mundane interest to God; and, secondly, she also melts the heart of 
God Who is bent upon giving fruits in accordance with the deserts 
of the people, and persuades Him to extend His bliss to all people 
by overruling the bondage of karma. 

The prapatti, as seeking the protection of God, is not restricted 

^ devya kdrunya~rQpay€*ti tad-guna-sdratvena kdrunyam svayam eve'ti. 
Srivacana-bhufona. MS. 

‘ prapatter desa^niyamafi kdla-niyamah prakdra-myamafi adhikdri-niyamah 
phala-niyamas ca ndsti. Srlvacana-bhufana vydkhyd. MS. 

The above idea is supported in the commentary by a quotation from 
Bhdradvdja-samhitd which runs as follows: 

brahma-kfatra-viiah sQdrdh striyas cd'ntara-jdtayah 
sarva eva prapadyeran sarva-dhaidrarfi acyutam. Ibid. 
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by Ziiy limiting conditions of holy or unholy places, or of any special 
time, or of any special mode, or of any caste restriction, or that it 
can produce only this or that result. When God accepts any person 
through prapatti He forgives all his faults of commission and 
omission. The only fault that He does not forgive is insincerity or 
cruelty {kraurya). People take to prapatti either because they feel 
helpless and know no other means of saving themselves, or because 
they are very wise and definitely know that this is the best means, 
or because they are naturally attached to God, like the Anrars^. In 
the first case true knowledge and devotion are at the minimum; in 
the second case there is not so much ignorance but devotion also is 
of the normal extent. In the third case ignorance is least and attach- 
ment is at its highest and as such even true knowledge of the nature 
of God is engulfed as it were by an excess of attachment. In the 
first case the consciousness of one’s own ignorance is strongest; in 
the second case the consciousness of one’s humbleness and ignor- 
ance is equally balanced with the true knowledge of the essence of 
God and the relation of one’s nature with Him. 

The devotee who has in great love surrendered himself to God 
has occasional communion and detachment with Him. In the first 
case he is filled with ecstatic joy by coming in direct contact with 
God as associated with noble qualities. But at the moment of de- 
tachment the memory of that communion and ecstasy of joy is a 
source of dire pain. It has been related above that God’s mercy is 
continuous and ever-flowing; but in spite of this, on account of 
obstructive tendencies which by investing us with a false belief in 
our own independence lead to the assertion of our false individu- 
ality, the course of God’s mercy is obstructed. The adoption of 
prapatti removes the obstructive attitude and renders it possible for 
God to extend His mercy To us. In such a conception prapatti is to 
be regarded only as a negative means. The positive means {updya) 
is God Who extends His mercy. Prapatti therefore should not be 
regarded as the cause of our deliverance. It only removes our ob- 
structive tendencies, and cannot therefore be regarded as an ele- 
ment of the cause that secures our deliverance — that cause being God 

^ At an illustration of the last type a few lines from Srlvacana-bhQfona* 
vyOkhyd may be quoted: bhakti-pOravaiytna praporma bhagatjat-prema^pauf^ 
kalytna pddm stabdhau manafi iitkilasp bhavati cakfur bhamati p&dau hattau ca 
nUceffau iiy ukta^prakdreifa Hthila»karaiyitv€na$ildhand'‘mathdna»yogyatd-hhdvdd 
mumya^atikds santoi tannin •hhara^tamarpaiijuiip kfUnp, MS. 
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and God alone. God is thus both the means and end of attainment, 
and the only absolute means for the devotee to attain Him. The 
prapatti view here propounded flatly denies the necessity of any other 
means. The essence of prapatti consists in the passivity involved 
in the mental attitude of the devotee surrendering himself to God 
and thus giving occasion for God’s affecting powers to affect him 
favourably. When the devotee ceases to concern himself with any 
anxiety as to how he may be saved, then God exerts His will to save 
him^. This view of God’s relationship with the devotee involves 
within it the philosophical doctrine that the individual souls exist 
for God and have no end to realize for themselves. It is only 
through ignorance that the individual seems to possess an inde- 
pendent end for himself. The denial of this position through ex- 
cessive love of God renders the philosophical reality of their mutual 
relationship realizable as a spiritual fact. 

The deflnition of soul as consciousness and bliss and as atomic 
is only an external description {tatastha). The internal situation 
{antaranga) of the relation of the individual soul with God may best 
be described as his servitude to Him. 

The nature of emotional attachment which is associated with 
prapatti is such that the devotee by his tender love for God induces 
the same in Him so that the emotion of love may be regarded on the 
one hand as a consciousness of bliss and on the other hand as a re- 
lation in which the lover and the beloved are the constituents. The 
first inferior stage of prapatti is not always actuated by deep 
natural attachment, but by a sense of one’s own insignificance and 
helplessness^. In the second stage called the upeya the devotee is so 
much actuated by his deep love for God that he loses all considera- 
tions for himself, and the intoxication of love may grow so deep that 
it may lead to the annihilation of his body. But the prospect of such 
an annihilation does not deter him from moving forward in the path 
of intoxication, for at that stage he loses all interest in the conse- 
quences of such an attachment. He is simply lost in God through 
intoxicating emotion. This is technically cdWtdraga-prapta-prapatti. 

The relation between the devotee and God is interpreted on the 
analogy of the wedding of the mistress with her lover, of the 

^ asya icchd mvfttacet tasye'cchd asya kdryakart bhavaii. StlvQcana~hhUf€ma- 
vyOkhyd. MS. 

* This it regarded at the updya stage where the devotee seeks God as the 
means to his highest attainment. 
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Gopika with Krsna, and it is held that the deep emotion is like the 
erotic emotion that leads to the wedding of the bridegroom with the 
bride. Bhakti or devotion is described as a special kind of con- 
sciousness dissociated from ignorance which reveals itself in the 
form of a deep emotion. The devotee is supposed to pass through 
all the stages which a love-stricken woman would do. All the 
emotions of the devotee, the lover, are for rousing the pleasure of 
God. Just as a woman’s behaviour under the influence of love is 
intended to bring a smile or twinkle into the eyes of her lover, so 
the emotion of the devotee is intended solely to please God^. This 
is regarded as siddha-prema or natural love. Devotees intoxicated 
by such a love are not necessarily subjected to any kind of code of 
duty. It is only those whose intoxication by love is so great that they 
cannot wait and pass through any such discipline as is prescribed in 
the vatdhi or the updya stage of prapatti who are driven to embrace 
God as it were with their melting hearts. The ordinary rules of 
prapatti are utterly unbinding on these people. In the adoption of 
prapatti of all the three types mentioned above the personal effort 
{purusakdra) necessary is limited to the extent that the individual 
should hold himself in absolute self-surrender so that God may be 
inclined to accept even his faults and defects as they are and remove 
them by His divine grace. In the case of those who are advanced in 
the stage of prapatti — the paramdrtas — God removes even all the 
prarabdha-karmas and grants them immediate emancipation^. 

The person who adopts the path of prapatti is not anxious to 
attain even emancipation. He has also no specific preference as to 
the nature of the spiritual emancipation that may be granted to him. 
To desire emancipation and to attach any preference to any pos- 
sible state of existence involves an egoistic desire. But the person 
who has sincerely adopted the path of prapatti must annihilate 
altogether even the last traces of egoism. On the one side egoism 
means ignorance, for it is only by false know! dge that a man asserts 

‘ ajn&na^nivrtti’pQrvaka-bhakti-rUpd-pannani jAdnarp prasddhitam. mahad^ 
vivdha^janaka^kdmarfi samudra^tulyatayd varddhayan megha^sadria^vigraho* 
smat-kffna ity evoffi-bhuta-pravrtti-hetor bhakter utpddako varddhakai ca, sd eva 
hi tasya bhakti^pdravaiya^nivandhand pravrttir updya-phalam ity ucyate . . . . 
prdpya-tvarayd strl-vratayd netra^bhramattena etasya sambhramd^ sarve mad^ 
vifayd*sdm krtvd evam avasthd tabdhd iti tan^mukha^vikdid-^rthatfi kriyamdna- 
kainkaryavad upeyd-ntarbhdtd. ^rlvacana-bhUfopa^vydkhyd. MS. 

* evam-bhotasya iarlra-lthituhetuh prdrabdha^karme'ti na vaktuip iakyaU 
sarva-pdpebhyaft mokfayifydmt ity anena virodhdt. Ibid. MS. 
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himself as having an independent being. On the other side egoism 
means insincerity {kraurya). It has been said above that God may 
forgive all our sins excepting insincerity. The fundamental require- 
ment of prapatti therefore consists in the annihilation of egoism. 
It is only through the annihilation of egoism that the perfect self- 
surrender required by prapatti is possible^. 

The four stages precedent to the attainment of the summum 
bonum through prapatti are as follows: jnana-dasay i.e. the state 
in which through the instructions of the teacher the devotee attains 
self-knowledge in relation to God. (ii) varaM-daidy the state in 
which the devotee adopts God in a spirit of helpless surrender as 
the only protector, (iii) prdpti-daidy the state in which he realizes 
God. (iv) prdpya-nubhava-dasdy i.e. the state in which, having 
realized God, he attains the summum bonurn^. 

The doctrine of prapatti is, indeed, very old. It is found in the 
Ahirbudhnya-samhitdy Lakpni Tantray Bharadvdja-samhita and 
other Panca-rdtra works. The Srivaimava writers trace its origin 
to much older literature such as the Taittiriyopanisady Kafho- 
pani^ad and the 3 vetdivataray the Mahdbhdrata and the Rdmdyana. 
The nature of prapatti in the Ahirbudhnya-samhitd has already 
been discussed. In the Bharadvdja-Samhita the prapatti is de- 
scribed as self-surrender to God, and the descriptions that it gives 
are more or less the same as those found in the Ahirbudhnya. The 
devotee who adopts the path of prapatti is not exempted from the 
ordinary duties of a Vaisnava or from the regular caste duties. The 
Bharadvaja-sarnhita describes in some detail the courses of action 
which arc favourable or unfavourable to the adoption of such a path. 
Ramanuja, in his Sarand-gati-gadyay advocates the path of prapatti in 
which the devotee seeks protection not only of Ndrdyana but also of 
Laksmt. But it does not appear either in the Sarana-gati-gadya or in 
his commentary of the Gttd that a person who has adopted the path 
of prapatti is exempted from the normal caste and other duties, 
nor is the function of Laksmt in awarding the fruits of prapatti 
explained by him. In his explanation of the Bhagavad-gita 
text {sarva-dharmdn parityajyay etc., 18. 66), he says that the de- 
votee should perform all his normal duties without any motive of 

^ Stlvacana-hhQfa^-vydkhyd. MS. 

* etad^anubhava^janita-pnti-kdrita-kaiAkaryam eva parama^purufd-rthah. 
Ibid 
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attaining fruits thereby^. As regards the destruction of the 
rabdha-karma also, Ramanuja and Vehkatanatha hold that though 
most of it is destroyed by the grace of God, yet a trace of it is left*. 
Vatsya Varada, in his Prapanna-parijatay follows the same idea. 
Venkatanatha also repeats the same view in his Nyasa-vimiati and 
Nyiua-tilakay and Annayarya, a disciple of Vedanti Rimanuja, fol- 
lows the idea in his Prapattuprayoga. Varadanatha, the son of 
Venkatanatha, also repeats the idea in his Nydsa-tilaka-vdkhyd and 
Nydsa-kdrikd. The view of Lokacarya and Saumya Jamatr muni, 
the leaders of the Tengalai school, differs from it to the extent that 
while the above-mentioned prapatti doctrine may be true of the 
inferior devotees, the superior devotees who are absolutely in- 
toxicated with God’s love are through the very nature of their 
psychological intoxication unable to follow any of the normal duties 
and are entirely exempted from them. Their praraddha-karma 
may also be entirely destroyed by God’s grace. The distinction 

^ Venkafsnfttha in his Tdtparya^dlpikd on Ramdnuja^hhdfya on the Gild 
(verse 18. 66) says: etac-chlokd-p&ta-pramyd kuta^yuktibhisca yathd vartfA- 
irama^dharma^svarQpa-tydgd^di-pakfo no*deti tathd upapddttam. 

•• sddhya-bhaktistu sd hantrl prdrat)ddhasyd*pi bhUyasl. {Rahasya-rakfd com- 
mentary of Vehkatanitha on Sarand-gati-i^adya, p. 50. VSnlvilSsa Press, 19:0). 

In the Nydsa^vimiaii and the Nydsa-tilaka as commented in the Nydsa- 
tilaka^vydkhyd by VenkatanStha's son Varadanfttha prapatti is dehned in the 
same manner as that by LokScArya. Prapatti is an old doctrine in Southern 
Vaifpavism and its fundamental characters arc more or less Anal. In the Nydsa- 
tilaka’^dkhyd great emphasis is laid on the fact that prapatti as a path of ap- 
proach to God ia different from the path of bhakti and superior to it. In the 
Srlvacana^hOfatiui there is a tendency to treat bhakti as an intermediary way to 
prapatti. In the Nydsa^tiUika-vydhhyd it is said that the chief difference between 
bhakti and prapatti is firstly that the former is of the nature of unbroken medita- 
tion, while the latter has to be done once for all ; secondly, the prdravdha-karma 
cannot be destroyed by the former, whereas in the latter it can be so done by the 
grace of God; thirdly, the former needs various accessory methods of worship — 
continual effort and continual Action — ^whereas in the latter we have excessive 
faith; fourthly, the former produces fruit after a long time whereas the latter 
applies only to those who want immediate fruit; fifthly, the former may have 
diflerent objectives and may yield different fruits accordingly, whereas the latter 
being of the nature of absolutely helpless surrender produces all fruits im- 
mediately. High faith is the foundation of prapatti. In and through many 
obstacles this faith and attachment to God leads the devotee to his goal. For 
these reasons the path of bhakti is inferior to the path of prapatti, Prapatti to the 
teacher is regarded as a part of prapatti to God. The difference between the con- 
ception of prapatti in the Srfvacana»bhQtoi^ and the Nydta^tHaka is that the 
latter holds that even those who adopt the path of prapatti should perform the 
obligatory duties imposed by the scriptures and refrain from committing the acts 
prohibited by them; for the scriptures are the commands of God. The former 
however thinks that a man who adopts the path of prapatti by the very nature of 
the psychological state produced *by it is unable to adhere to any programme of 
dutiea outlined by the scriptures. He therefore transcends it. 
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between the Varagalai and TefigaUd schools depends largely 
on the emphasis given by the latter to the superior type of 
prapatH. 

Kasturi Rangacarya. 

Kasturi Rangicarya, otherwise called Sri Rangasuri, was a 
disciple of Saumya Jamatr muni and probably lived late in the 
fifteenth or the beginning of the sixteenth century. Ramanuja’s 
views do not seem to have undergone great changes of interpreta- 
tion, and we do not find the emergence of different schools of 
interpretation as in the case of the philosophy of Sankara. The fol- 
lowers of Ramanuja throughout the succeeding centuries directed 
their efforts mostly to elucidating Ramanuja’s views and adducing 
new arguments for his doctrines or refuting the arguments of his 
opponents and finding fault with the theories of other schools. 
A sectarian difference, however, arose with Venkatanatha’s efforts 
to explain the nature of devotion and the ultimate nature of emanci- 
pation and various other problems associated with it. Some external 
ritualistic differences can also be traced from his time. One sect' 
(Vadkalai or Uttar a-kaldrya) was led by Venkatanatha and the 
other school (called Tengalai or Daksiiui^kaldrya) by Lokacar^^a and 
Saumya Jamatr muni. 

Kasturi Rangacarya wrote two works called Karya^dhikarana- 
vdda and the Karyd-dhikarana-tattva, in which he discussed some of 
the most important differences of these two schools and lent his sup- 
port to the Tengalai or the Daksina-kaldrya school. The discussion 
began on the occasion of the interpretation of Ramanuja of a topic 
in the Brahma-sutra (4,3.6-15) called the Karya-dhikaratM-vaday 
in which some Upanisad texts raised certain difficulties regarding 
the attainment of absolute immortality as conditioned by wisdom 
or worship {updsand). Vadari says that the worship of Hiranya- 
garbha, the highest of the created beings, leads to absolute im- 
mortality; Jaimini says that only the worship of the highest 
Brahman can produce immortality. Badarayana, however, rejects 
their views and holds that only those who regard their souls as 
naturally dissociated from Prakrti and as parts of Brahman attain 
absolute immortality. 

^ sarvOsu vipratipattifu purvd kakfya tfeddntd-cdrya-tad-anuvandhindm 
utiara^-kaldrya-santjfidndm uttara tu lokacaryu-tad-anubandhindtn dakfiifa^ 
kaldrya^tamjndndm iti viveko bodhyah, Kdrya-kura/jid-dhikfirana^vdda, 8. a. 
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Those who cannot realize their essential difference from the 
material qualities with which they are seemingly associated cannot 
attain the highest immortality and have ultimately to follow the 
cycles of births and rebirths. Those alone who worship Brahman 
with a proper apprehension of their own nature in relation to it can 
attain the highest immortality. The nature of tnis worship has been 
described by Rahgacarya in accordance with the Gita which en- 
joins the worship of Brahman with sraddha {sraddha-purvakam 
brahmo-pdsanam). The word sraddha ordinarily means faith. This 
faith undergoes a special characterization at the hands of Rahga- 
carya and other thinkers of the Tengalai school. Thus it is said that 
the first stage is the full apprehension of the great and noble quali- 
ties of God; the second stage is the attachment produced by such 
apprehension ; the third stage is to regard Him as the ultimate end 
and fulfilment of our nature ; the fourth stage is to think of Him as 
the only dear object of our life; the fifth stage is the incapacity to 
bear separation from God through intense love for Him; the sixth 
stage is absolute faith in God as the only means of self-fulfilment ; 
the seventh, and last stage is the enkindling of the spirit in its for- 
ward movement to hold fast to Him. It is this last stage as associ- 
ated with all the previous stages and as integrated with them which 
is called sraddha. The worship of God with such faith {sraddha) is 
also called devotion or bhakti. The worship of God again means 
intense joy in Him {priti-rupo-pasdntatva-laksanam). The mere 
realization of one’s self as dissociated from the material elements is 
not sufficient. Those who follow the process of Pancagni-vidya rest 
only with self-discriminative wisdom and do not take to God as the 
final end of self-fulfilment. 

The first point of disputebetween the followersof Uttara-kaldrya 
and Daksina-kaldrya concerns the nature of emancipation called 
kaivalya which consists in self-realization as the ultimate end 
{dtmd - nubhava - laksana - kaivalya - khya -purusd - rthah). Veiikata- 
natha, the leader of the Uttar a-kaldrya^ thinks that those who attain 
such emancipation have again to come back, i.e. such an emancipation 
is destructible. The Dahnna-kaldrya sohool, however, thinks that 
such an emancipation is eternal. Thus Venkata, in hi^Nyaya-siddhd- 
hjana^ says that mere realization of self as distinguished from all 
material elements is not sufficient, for it should also be supple- 
mented by the knowledge .that that self is a part of God and is 
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entirely subordinate to Him, and that this view is held in the 
bhasya^. He draws a distinction between the realization of one’s 
own nature as bliss and the realization of the blissful nature of God. 
The former may happen without the latter. It has to be admitted 
that in the state of kaivalya there is an association of materiality 
{aciUsamsarga), since the karma in its entirety is not destroyed in 
this case ; for to know one’s proper essence is to know oneself as a 
part of God and so long as this state is not attained one is under the 
influence of mdyd. In the case of such a person the mdyd obstructs 
his vision of God. Venkata, however, cannot say anything de- 
finitely as to the ultimate destiny of those who attain kaivalya. He 
asserts only that they cannot attain the eternal Brahmahood. He is 
also uncertain as to whether they are associated with bodies or not. 
He is also aware that his interpretation of the nature of kaivalya is 
not in harmony with ail the scriptural texts, but he feels that since 
some of the texts definitely support his views other texts also should 
be taken in that light. 

Kasturl Rahgacarya, however, asserts that, according to the 
testimony of the old Dravida texts and also of the Gita and such 
other texts, those who attain emancipation through self-know^ledge 
attain the state of absolute immortality. The difference between 
liberation through self-knowledge and the liberation through one’s 
self-knowledge in association with God is only a difference in the 
richness and greatness of experience, the latter being higher than 
the former in this respect^. Other points of difference between the 
U ttara-kaldryasznd the Daksina-kaldryas2iVt closely connected with 
the point discussed above. They have been enumerated in the 
second chapter of Kdrya-dhikarana-vada and are as follows. The 
Uttara-kaldryas think that those who attain the emancipation of a 
self-realization as kaivalya pass to a higher world through other 

parama-purufa-vibhuti-bhutasya praptur dtmanah svarupa-ydthdtmya-veda- 
nam apavarga-sddhana-bhuta-parama-purufa-vedanO’payogitaya dvasyakam. 
na svata eva updyatvena ity uktam. Nyaya-siddhdnjanay p. 82. 

Venkata also refers to Varada Vi^^nunnisra in support of his views. **m(isesa~ 
karma-kzay'd^bhdvdt kaivalya- prdptau na muktih.** 

He refers to Sangati-mdld^ where Sri Vi^niicitta savs that a person wishing to 
attain Brahman may commit such errors of conception that instead of attaining 
the true Brahmahood he may attain only the lower state of kaivalya just as a man 
performing sacrifices to attain Heaven may commit errors for which he may be- 
come a brahma-rdkfasa instead of attaining Heaven. Ibtd. p. 84. 

• Kdryd-dhi kararia-vdda, 3. 79* KastQri RangAcarya goes through a long 
course of references to scriptural texts, Dravidian and Sanskritic, in support of 
his views. 
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channels than those adopted by persons who attain ultimate 
emancipation. This is denied by the Daknim^halaryas. Secondly, 
the former hold that the absolute dissociation of all trace of the ele- 
ments oiprakrii is the same as emancipation, but the latter deny it. 
Thirdly, the former hold that those who attain the kaivalya are 
associated with subtle material impurities and may still be regarded 
as attaining immortality in a remote sense; this is desired by the 
latter. Fourthly, the former hold that those who attain kaivalya 
remain in a place within the sphere of the material world and their 
state is therefore not unchangeable, but the latter deny it. Fifthly, 
the former hold that those who attain wisdom through the five 
sacrifices {pancagnuvidyd) are different from those that attain 
kaivalya^ but the latter hold that they may or may not be so. 
Sixthly, the former hold that those who attain wisdom through the 
five sacrifices may remain within the sphere of the material world 
when they attain only self-knowledge, but when they realize the 
nature of their relation with Brahman they pass away beyond the 
sphere of the material world (prakrti); the latter, however, deny 
this. Seventhly, the former hold that those who attain wisdom 
through patiedgni-vidydy those who realize the nature of their rela- 
tion to God, have the same characteristics, but the latter deny it. 
Eighthly, the former hold that outside the sphere of the material 
world {prakrti) there cannot be any difference in the nature of one’s 
highest experience, but this also is denied by the latter^ 

In his Karyd-dhikarana-tattvay Rahgacaryaonly repeats the same 
arguments and the topic of discussion is also the same as that in 
Karya-dhikarana-vada. 

^la Srinivasa. 

Saila Srinivasa was the disciple of Kaundinya Srinivasa 
Diksita, the son of Srinivasa Tatacarya, and the brother of 
Anvayarya Diksita. He was very much influenced by the writings 
of his elder brother Anvayarya and some of his works are but 
elaborations of the works of his elder brother who wrote many 
books, e.g. Virodha-bhadjanty etc. Saila Srinivasa wrote at least 
six books: Virodha-nirodhay Bheda-darpanOy Advaita-vana-kufhdray 
Sdra-darpancy Mukti-^darpamy ydana^ratna-darpanay Guna- 
darpanOy and Bheda-mani. 

^ iS^arya^otutuxnmta^Oda, ii. 7. 
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In his Virodha-mrodha, probably the last of his works, he tries 
mainly to explain away the criticisms that are made on the different 
Ramanuja doctrines by the Sahkarites, and also by the writers of 
other Vedanticschools---viz. that the Ramanuja views are not strictly 
faithful to the scriptural texts — by showing that the scriptural texts 
favour the Ramanuja interpretations and not the views of the other 
Vcdantic writers. 

In the first chapter of the Virodha-fiirodha Saila Srinivasa first 
takes up the view that the Brahman is both the material and efficient 
cause of the world — which he thinks is possible only in the concep- 
tion that Brahman has the individual souls and the matter-stuff 
associated with Him {brahmanicid-acid-visista-rupatam antarena na 
ghatate). The Brahman remains unchanged in itself but suffers 
transformations through its two parts, the soul and the matter- 
stuff. Brahman as cause is associated with souls and the matter- 
stuff in their subtle forms, and when it undergoes transformation 
the souls expand and broaden as it were through the various in- 
tellectual states as a result of their karma, and the matter-stuff 
passes through its grosser stages as the visible material world; the 
portion of God as the inner controller of these two suffers trans- 
formation only so far as it is possible through its association with 
these two transforming entities^. When the scriptural texts deny 
the changing character of the Brahman, all that is meant by them is 
that it does not undergo the changes through which matter and in- 
dividual souls pass through their karma, but that does not deny the 
fact that Brahman is the material cause^. Brahman has twT» parts, 
a substantive and a qualifying part, and it is the substantive part 
that through its subtle material parts becomes the transforming 
cause of the grosser qualifying material part. This material part 
being inseparable from Brahman may be regarded as subsisting in 
it. So also the Brahman has a .spiritual part which undergoes a sort 
of expansion through thought-experiences and behaves as indi- 
vidual soui.s. Thus Brahman suffers modification through its 
physical and spiritual parts, and from this point of view God is 


^ acid’-amiasya kdratM-vasthdydrn sahdd^di^vihlnaiya hhogyatvdya sabdd-di^ 
mattuayd svarupd-nyathd-hhdva-rupa-vikdro bhavati ubhaya-prakdra-visiste 
niyantr^amse tad-avastha^tad-ubhaya^visiftata^rupa^zikaro bhavati. Virodha- 
nirodha. MS. 

* cid-acid-gata-karmd-dy-adhJna-vikaratvam nirxdkdratva-srutir ni$edhati ity 
etddriam jagad^updddnat7jam na sd srutir badhate. Ibid. 
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subject to development through its two parts and through their 
association independently as their inner controller. Unlike Ven- 
kata, Saila Srinivasa holds that this causal transformation is like the 
S&mkhyist causal transformation^; vikdra or change here means 
change of states. Brahman thus suffers change directly in the 
spiritual and the intellectual part and indirectly as their inner con- 
troller, though in itself it suffers no change. To the objection that if 
matter and spirit are regarded as suffering transformation there is 
no meaning in attributing causality to Brahman as qualified by 
them, the reply is that the causality of Brahman is admitted on the 
strength of scriptural testimony. So far as Brahman remains as the 
inner controller and does not suffer any change in itself, it is re- 
garded as the efficient cause^. 

In the second chapter Saila Srinivasa replies to the criticisms 
against the Ramanuja doctrine of soul, and says that the contraction 
and expansion of soul due to ignorance and increase of knowledge 
does not imply that it is non-eternal, for non-eternality or de- 
structibility can be affirmed only of those who undergo accretion 
or decrease of parts {avayavo-pacayd-pacayayor eva anityatva-vyd- 
pyatayd). Knowledge is partlcss and so there is no contraction or 
expansion of it in any real sense. What are called contraction and 
expansion consist in reality of its absence of relationship with ob- 
jects due to the effects of kanna or the natural extension of rela- 
tions with objects like the ray of a lamp; karma is thus regarded as 
the upadhi (limiting condition) which limits the natural flow of 
knowledge to its objects and is figuratively described as contraction. 
It is on account of this nature of knowledge that unless obstructed 
by karma it can grasp all sensations of pain and pleasure spreading 
over all parts of the body, though it belongs to soul which is an 
atomic entity. So knowledge is all-pervading {vibhu)^. Knowledge 
also is eternal in its own nature though changeful so far as its states 
are concerned. 

In the third chapter Srinivasa deals with the question as to 

^ vihftarri brahma kdranam ity uktatri tena kdryam api vim tarn eva tatra ca 
bredimarui upddanalvarfi visefand-msarn visesyd-rniam prati tatra jd* cid-amiarn 
prati yad-updddnatvam tat sUksmd-vasthd^dd-arnia^dvdrakam tatra tatra dvdra- 
bhQtd~cid-amia^gata~svartipd nyathd-bhdva^rupa eve vikdrah sa ca aprthak- 
siddha^eutu^gatatvdt hrahma~gato*pt . . ,evafft ca sdmkhyd-hhimato-pdddnatdydh 
siddhdnte'py anapdydt na ko'pi virodhah. Virodha-nirodha. MS. 

* Una tad eva advdrakam mmittam^sad-vdrakarti upaddnam. Ibid. 

• Ibid. 
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whether the souls are produced or eternal, and his conclusion is 
that in their own nature they are unproduced, but they are pro- 
duced so far as their own specific data of knowledge are concerned^. 
The production of eternal knowledge is possible only so far as its 
contraction and expansion are concerned, which is due to the 
action of the body and other accessories. It is only in this 
sense that knowledge though eternal in itself can be said to be 
suffering production through its various kinds of manifestation 
{abhivyakti). 

In the fourth chapter Srinivasa discusses the same question in 
which the Upanisads urge that by the knowledge of one everything 
is known. He criticizes the Madhva and the Saiikarite views and 
holds that the knowledge of one means the knowledge of Brahman 
which, being always associated with the individual souls and matter, 
involves the knowledge of these two entities. His exposition in this 
subject is based throughout on the interpretations of scriptural texts. 

In the fifth chapter Srinivasa explains the same question in which 
the individual souls can be called agents {kartd). Agency {kartrtva) 
consists in an effort that may lead to the production of any action 
{kdryd-nukula krtirnattvam). In the Ramanuja view effort means a 
particular intellectual state and as such it may well belong to the 
soul, and so the elfort that may lead to any action also belongs to 
the soul which, though eternal in itself, is changeful so far as its states 
are concerned^. The agency of the individual souls, howwer, is 
controlled by God, though the truits of the action are enjoyed by 
the former, for the direction of God which determines the efforts 
of the individuals is in accordance with their actions. This virtually 
means an admixture of determinism and occasionalism. 

In the seventh chapter firinivasa contends that though know- 
ledge is universal it only manifests itself in accordance with the 
deeds of any particular person in association with his body, and so 
there is no possibility that it should have all kinds of sufferings and 
enjoyments and should not be limited to his own series of ex- 
periences. In the eighth and ninth chapters he tries to establish 

* tatra nisedhah viyad-adtvat j\va-svarupo~tpatttm pratisedhanti utpatlt^ 
vtdhayaas tu svd~sddhdrana~dharma~bhuta-jfidr*a-vtHstQ~vesena utpattim vadanti, 

Virodiw-nirodha, MS. 

* prayatna-der huddhi-visesa-rupatayd kdryd-nukula^krtimattvasy' dpi kartr^ 
tvasya jiidna-i'isefa^rupatayd tasya st’dhhd t'ikatayd tad-atmana jiveuya jndnasya 
mtyatve'pi tat-parindma-visefosya anityatvdt. Ibid. 
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the view that during emancipation the individuals are cleanly 
purged of all their deeds, virtues and sins, but at this stage God 
may be pleased to endow them with extraordinary bodies for the 
enjoyment of various kinds of pleasures. In the remaining nine- 
teen chapters Saila Srinivasa introduces some of the relatively un- 
important theological doctrines of the Ramanuja system and dis- 
cusses them on the basis of scriptural texts which may very well be 
dropped for their insignificance as philosophical contribution. 

In the Bkeda-darpana also Saila Srinivasa takes some of the 
important doctrines where the Ramanujists and the Sankarites part 
company, and tries to show by textual criticism that the Ramanuja 
interpretation of the scriptural texts is the only correct interpreta- 
tion^. The work, therefore, is absolutely worthless from a philo- 
sophical point of view. In most of his other works mentioned 
above, Saila Srinivasa prefers to discuss the doctrines of Ramanuja 
philosophy in the same style of scriptural criticism, and any account 
of these is therefore of very little value to students of philosophy. 

Sri Saila Srinivasa, in his Siddhanta-cintamani, discusses the 
nature of Brahma-causality. Brahman is both the instrumental 
{nimitta) and the material (upaddna) cause of the world. Such a 
Brahman is the object of our meditation {dhydna). An object of 
meditation must have knowledge and will. A mere qualityless en- 
tity cannot be the object of meditation. In order that Brahman may 
be properly meditated upon it is necessary that the nature of His 
causality should be properly ascertained. It is no use to attribute 
false qualities for the sake of meditation. If the world is an illusion, 
then the causality of Brahman is also illusory, and that would give 
us an insight into His real nature. If God is the real cause of the 
world, the world must also be real. It is sometimes said that the 
same entity cannot be both a material and instrumental cause 
{samavdya-samavdyubhmnam kdranam nimitta-kdra^miti). The 
material cause of the jar is earth, while the instrumental cause is the 
potter, the wheel, etc. To this the reply is that such an objection is 
groundless; for it is difficult to assert that that which is an instru- 
mental cause cannot be a material cause, since the wheel of the 
potter, though an instrumental cause in itself, is also the material 

^ bhedd-bheda^iruti-vrdta-jdta-sandeha^santatdh 

bheda^darpai^im dddya niicinvantu vipaidtah. 

Bheda-darpana. M S . 
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cause of its own form, colour, etc. There is thus nothing which can 
lead us to suppose that the material cause and the instrumental 
cause cannot exist together in the same entity. It may further be 
contended that the same entity cannot behave as the material and 
instrumental cause with regard to the production of another entity. 
To this the reply is that the internal structure of rod is both the 
material cause for its form as well as the instrumental cause for its 
destruction in association with other entities. Or it may be con- 
tended that time (kdla) is the cause for both the production and 
destruction of entities {kdla-ghata-samyogd-dikam prati kdlasya 
nimittatvad upadanatvacca). To this the obvious reply would be 
that the behaviour of the same entity as the material and the in- 
strumental cause is limited by separate specific conditions in each 
case. The association of separate specific conditions renders a dif- 
ference in the nature of the cause; and therefore it would be in- 
exact to say that the same entity is both the material and the instru- 
mental cause. This objection, however, produces more difficulty in 
the conception of the causality of Brahman according to the 
Visistadvaita theory, for in our view Brahman in His own nature 
may be regarded as the instrumental cause and in His nature as 
matter {acit) and souls {cit). He may be regarded as the material 
caused It is sometimes objected that if Brahman as described in 
the texts is changeless, how can He be associated with changes as 
required by the conception of Him as the material and instrumental 
cause, which involves the view of associating Him with a body? 
Moreover, the association of body {sarira) with God is neither an 
analogy nor an imagery. The general conception of body involves 
the idea that an entity is called the body where it is only controlled 
by some spiritual substance'^. To this the reply is that Brahman 
may Himself remain unchangeable and may yet be the cause of 
changes in His twofold body-substance. The objection is that the 
material world is so different from the bodies of animals that the 
conception of body cannot be directly applied to it. The reply is 
that even among animal bodies there is a large amount of diversity, 

^ evam hi brahmany'api nopSdanatva-nimittatvayor rirodhah; Iosya cid» 
(2cid-riiifta~vefena upHddnatvat si'orupena nimittafvac ca. tat-tad-avacchedaka^ 
bheda-prayukta-tad-bhedasya tasya tatrS*pi nifpratyuhavtdt. Siddhdnta-cintdmanu 
MS. 

* yasya cetanasya rod dravyam sarvd-tmand rvdrthe niyamyam tat tasya 
iarlrom. Ibid. This subject has been dealt with elaboratc!> in Sr! Saila Srinivasa's 
Sara-darpana. 
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e.g. the body of a man and the body of a microscopic insect. Under 
the circumstances we are to fall upon a general definition which 
would cover the concept of all bodies and ignore the individual dif- 
ferences. The definition given above suits the concept of bodies of 
all living beings and applies also to the concept of the world as the 
body of Brahman. This is also supported by the Sruti texts of the 
Antarydmi-brdhmana, where the world has been spoken of as the 
body of God. If there is an apparent difference in our conception 
of body as indicated in the definition as testified by the Vedic texts, 
with our ordinary perception of the world which does not reveal 
its nature as body, the testimony of the Vedic texts should prevail; 
for while our perception can be explained away as erroneous, a 
scientific definition and the testimony of texts cannot be dismissed. 
Our ordinary perception is not always reliable. We perceive the 
moon like a small dish in size, whereas the scriptural testimony 
reveals its nature to us as much bigger. When there is a conflict 
between two sources of evidence, the decision is to be made in 
favour of one or the other by the canon of unconditionality 
{ananyathd-siddhatva). An evidence which is unconditional in its 
nature has to be relied upon, whereas that which is conditional has 
to be subordinated to it. It is in accordance with this that some- 
times the Vedic texts have to be interpreted in such a manner that 
they may not contradict perceptual experience, whereas in other 
cases the evidence of perceptual experience has to be dismissed on 
the strength of scriptural testimony. It cannot also be said that the 
evidence of a Izter pramdna will have greater force, for there may be 
a series of errors, in which case there is no certitude in any of the later 
pramdnas. Again, there is no force also in mere cumulation of evi- 
dence, for in the case of-« blind man leading other blind men mere 
cumulation is no guarantee of certitude^. In the case of the con- 
flict of pramdnas^ the dissolution of doubt and the attainment of 
certitude are achieved on the principle of unconditionality. That 
which is realized in an unconditional manner should be given pre- 
cedence over what is realized only in a conditional manner^. Our 
powers of perception are limited by their own limitations and can- 

^ na ca paratvdd uttarena purva-b^dhah iti yuktani dhdr&-vdhika-bhr€tma^ 
sthale vyabhiedrdt ata eva na bhUyastvam apt ninfdyakam iatd'ndha-nydyena 
aptayt^dkatvde ca, Siddhanta-cintdmani, MS. 

* ananyathd-siddhatvam evq virodhy-aprdfndifya~vyavasthd pakatd-vacehe~ 
dakam ifyate. Ibid. 
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not therefore discern whether the world may after all be the body of 
the transcendent Brahman, and therefore it cannot successfully 
contradict the testimony of the Vedic texts which declare the world 
to be the body of God. The Vedic texts of pure monism are intended 
only to deny the duality of Brahman, but it can well be interpreted 
on the supposition of one Brahman as associated with his body, the 
world. The denial of dualism only means the denial of any other 
being like Brahman. Thus Brahman as cit and adt forms the 
material cause of the world, and Brahman as idea and will as 
affecting these is the instrumental cause of the world. The twofold 
causality of Brahman thus refers to twofold conditions as stated 
above which exist together in Brahman^. 

In the Vedantic texts we have expressions in the ablative case 
indicating the fact that the world has proceeded out of Brahman as 
the material cause {upadana). The ablative case always signifies the 
materiality of the cause and not its instrumentality^. But it also 
denotes that the effect comes out of the cause and it may be ob- 
jected that the world, being always in Brahman and not outside 
Him, the ablative expressions of the Vedantic texts cannot be justi- 
fied. To this the reply is that the conception of material cause or the 
signification of the ablative cause does not necessarily mean that 
the effect should come out and be spatially or temporally dif- 
ferentiated from the cause. Even if this were its meaning, it may 
well be conceived that there are subtle parts in Brahman corre- 
sponding to cit and acit in their manifested forms, and it is from 
these that the world has evolved in its manifested form. Such an 
evolution does not mean that the effect should stand entirely out- 
side the cause, for when the entire causal substance is transformed, 
the effect cannot be spatially outside the cause®. It is true that all 


^ sarva-sanra-hhutd-vibhakta’-ndma-rupd^vasthd parma^cid-acid-vihfta^vefena 
brahmanafi up&ddnatvam ;tad~upayukta-samkalpd~di-vUi$ta’-svar1lpeffa nimittatvam 
ca ftifpratyUham iti nimittatvo-pdddnatvayor ihd* py avacehedaka^bheda-- 
prayukta-bhedasya durapahnavatvd ttayor ekahaya-vrititvii^a prdg upapddita- 
tvdt na brahmano abhinna~mmitto-pdddnatve kai cid virodhafi. Siddhdnta- 
cintdmani. MS. 

* Such as yato vd imdm bhdtdni Jdyante, 

* updddnatva-sthah'pi na sarvatra loke*pi viile^ah krtsna-parifdme tad a- 
sambkavdt kintv ekadeia-pari^dma eve*ti tad~abhiprdyakarft pratydkhydnam 
vdeyam, tac ce*hd* pi sambhavati. viHftai^kadeia-parif!USmd-‘i^kdrdt. ato na tad’- 
virodpah; kinca sakfma-cid-acid-visi^fam updddnatvam iti vakfyau tasmde ca 
sthuld-vasthasya vislcfo yujyate viilefo hi na sarvd-tmand kdrana-desa-paritydgah. 
Ibid, MS. 
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material causes suffer a transformation; but in the Visistddvaita 
view there is no difficulty, for it is held here that Brahman suffers 
this modification and controls it only so far as it has reference to his 
body, the cit and acit, God’s instrumentality is through His will, and 
will is but a form of knowledge. 

In the Bheda-darpana Srinivasa tries to support all the principal 
contentions of the Visistddvaita theory by a reference to Upanisadic 
and other scriptural texts. In his other works mentioned above the 
subjects that he takes up for discussion are almost the same as those 
treated in Virodha-nirodha, but the method of treatment is some- 
what different; what is treated briefly in one book is elaborately 
discussed in another, just as the problem of causality is the main 
topic of discussion in Siddhanta-cintamani, though it has been only 
slightly touched upon in Virodha-nirodha. His Naya-dyu-mani- 
samgraha is a brief summary in verse and prose of the contents 
of what the author wrote in his Naya-dyu-maniy a much bigger 
work to which constant references are made in the Naya-dyu-mani- 
samgraha, Sri Saila Srinivasa wrote also another work called Naya^ 
dyu-mam-dipika which is bigger than Naya-dyu-mani^samgraha. It 
is probably smaller than Naya-^dyu-maniy which is referred to as a 
big work^. There is nothing particular to be noted which is of any 
philosophical importance in Naya-dyu-mani-dipika or Naya- 
dyu-mani-samgraha. He generally clarifies the ideas which are 
already contained in the ^ruta-prakdsikd of Sudarsana Suri. He 
also wrote Ornkara-vadarthay Anandatara-tamya-khandanay Arund- 
dhikarana-sarani-vivarant and Jijhdsa-darpana, He lived probably 
in the fifteenth century. 

Srinivasa wrote first his Sara-darpana which was followed by 
Siddhanta-cintdmaniy ^xid^Virodha-nirodha, In fact Virodha- 
nirodha w^as one of his last w^orks, if not the last. In the first chapter 
of this work he deals with the same subject as he did in the Sid- 
dhdnta-cintdmaniy and tries to explain the nat;ire of Brahman as the 
material and instrumental cause of the world. In the second chap- 
ter he tries to refute the objections against the view that the souls 
as associated with knowledge or rather as having their character 
interpreted as knowledge should be regarded as the means for 
God’s manifestation as the world. The objector says that thought is 
always moving, either expanding or contracting, and as such it can- 

^ Unfortunately this Naya dyuttnaifi was not available to the present writer. 
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not be the nature of self which is regarded as eternal. In the case 
of the Jains the soul is regarded as contracting and expanding in 
accordance with the body that it occupies, and it may rightly be 
objected that in such a conception the soul has to be regarded as 
non-eternal. But in the Vimtadvaita conception it is only thought 
that is regarded as expanding or contracting. The expansion or 
contraction of thought means that it conceives greater or lesser 
things, and this is different from the idea of an entity that grows 
larger or smaller by the accretion or dissociation of parts. The ex- 
pansion or contraction of thought is due to one’s karma and as such 
it cannot be regarded as non-eternal. Knowledge in its own nature 
is without parts and all-pcrvading; its contraction is due to the 
effect of one’s bad deeds which is often called mayd or avidya^. The 
Visistddvaitifis do not regard knowledge as produced through the 
collocations of conditions as the Naiydyikas think, but they regard 
it as eternal and yet behaving as occasional {agantuka-dharmav- 
attvam) or as being produced. Earth in its own nature is eternal, 
and remaining eternal in its own nature suffers transformation as a 
jug, etc. In this way the conception of the eternity of the soul is 
different from the conception of knowledge as eternal, for in the 
case of knowledge, while remaining all-pervasive in itself, it seems 
to suffer transformation b^ virtue of the hindrances that obstruct 
its nature in relation to objects^. Universal relationship is the 
essential nature of knowledge, but this nature may be obstructed 
by hindrances, in which case the sphere of relationship is narrowed, 
and it is this narrowing and expansive action of knowledge which is 
spoken of as transformation of knowledge or as the rise or cessation 
of knowledge. A distinction has thus to be made between know- 
ledge as process and knowledge as essence. In its nature as essence 
it is the eternal self ; in its nature as process, as memory, perception, 
thinking, etc., it is changing. The Jaina objection on this point is 
that in the above view it is unnecessary to admit a special quality 
of ajfidna as the cause for this expansion or contraction of thought, 
for it may well be admitted that the soul itself undergoes such a 

* jndnasya svdbhdvikam prasaranam aupadhtkas tu samkocah; upadhis tu 
prdcJnam karma exm. Virodha-nirodha, pp. 40 (MS.). 

“ na hi yadrsam dtmano mtyatvam tadrg jMnasyd*pi mtyatvam abhyapufiac- 
chdmah karana-iyapdra-vaiyarthy - prasah^dt. kintu tarkika'dy abhimatam 
jhdnasya dgantuka-dharmatvam ni dkartum drier iva svarUpato nityatvam 
dgantukd'-vasthd'-srayatvafn ca; tena rupena nityaWam tu ghatatvd* -dy-at'asthd- 
vtsifta-^vefena mrddderiva tstam eva. Ibid. p. 44. 
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transformation through the instrumentality of its deeds. To this the 
reply is that the Vedic texts always declare that the soul is in itself 
unchangeable, and if that is so the change has to be explained 
through the instrumentality of another factor, the ajnana. Know- 
ledge is thus to be regarded as the pure essence or nature of the soul 
and not as its dharma or character, and it is this character that is in 
itself universal and yet is observed to undergo change on account 
of obstructions. Thus, the soul in itself is eternal, though when 
looked at in association with its character as knowledge which is 
continually expanding or contracting it may seemingly appear to be 
non-eternal^. Thought in itself has no parts and therefore cannot 
itself be regarded as non-eternal. It is nothing but relationship, and 
as such the analogy of change which, in other objects, determines 
their non-eternity cannot apply to it. 

Now there are different kinds of Upanisadic texts, from some 
of which it may appear that the soul is eternal, whereas from others 
it may appear that the soul is created. How can this difficulty be 
avoided? On this point Srinivasa says that the eternity and un- 
created nature of the self is a correct assertion, for the soul as such 
is eternal and has never been created. In its own nature also the 
soul has thought associated with it as it were in a potential form. 
Such an unmanifested thought is non-existent. But knowledge in 
its growing richness of relations is an after-production, and it is 
from this point of view that the soul may be regarded as having 
been created. Even that which is eternal may be regarded as 
created with reference to any of its special characteristics or 
characters^. The whole idea, therefore, is that before the creative 
action of God the souls are only potentially conscious; their real 
conscious activity is only a-^result of later development in conse- 
quence of God’s creative action. 

Again, the Upanisads assert that by the knowledge of Brahman 
everything else is known. Now according to the Sahkarite explana- 
tion the whole world is but a magical creation on Brahman which 
alone has real being. Under the circumstances it is impossible that 

^ nityd’nitya-vtbhdga -svaru pa-dvdrakatva-svabhdva-dvarakatviibhydm vya^ 
vasthita iti na kas cid dosnh. Virodha-nirodha, MS. 

* svdsddhdrana-dharma’bhtita-jfidfia^viiiffa-vefeifa utpattim vadanti sid- 
dhasya'pi hi vastunah dharmd’^ntara-’ViiUta-^vefena sddhyatd vrthyd-dau drftd. 
Ibid. 

prdk fffter jlvdndm nifknyalyo-ktyd ca idem eva darsitam. Ibid. 
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by the knowledge of Brahman, the real, there would be the know- 
ledge of all illusory and unreal creation, for these two, the reality 
and the appearance, are entirely different and therefore by the 
knowledge of one there cannot be the knowledge of the other. In 
the Visistadvaita view it may be said that when God as associated 
with his subtle body, the subtle causal nature of the souls and the 
material world, is known the knowledge of God as associated with 
the grosser development of His body as souls and the world is also 
by that means realized^. 

In performing the actions it need not be supposed that the 
eternal soul undergoes any transformation, for the individual soul 
may remain identically unchanged in itself and yet undergo trans- 
formation so far as the process of its knowledge is concerned. In the 
Visistadvaita view, will and desire are regarded as but modes of 
knowledge and as such the psychological transformations of the 
mind involved in the performance of actions have reference only to 
knowledge^. It has already been shown that possibly knowledge in 
its essential form is unchangeable and yet unchangeable so far as its 
nature as process is concerned. Such an activity and performance 
of actions belongs naturally to the individual souls. 

The Virodha-nirodha is written in twenty-seven chapters, but 
most of these are devoted to the refutation of objections raised by 
opponents on questions of theological dogma which have no 
philosophical interest. These have therefore been left out in this 
book. 

Rafigacarya®. 

A follower of Sankara named Uma-Mahesvara wrote a work 
named Virodha-varuthinl in which he proposed to show one 
hundred contradictions in Ramanuja’s bhasya and other cognate 

* sukftna-ctd-acic-charlrake brahmani jndtc sthiih-cid-aric-charlrakasya tasya 
jrfdnam atrd^ bhimatam. Virodha-nirodha. MS. 

* iha prayatnader buddhi-visesa-rupatayd kdryd-mikula-krtimattvasyd' pi 
kartrtvasya jhdna-visefa-rQpatayd tasya srdbhdvtkatayd tad-dtmand jJvasya 
jndnasya nityatve'pi tat-parindma^i'isesasya amlyatvdc ca. Ibid. 

■ “ sri-rdmdnuja-yogi-pdda-kamala-sthdna-hhisekam gato jlydt so'yam 

ananta-purusa-guru-sifnhdsana-dhlsvarah 
srJ-ranga-siirih irfiaile tasya shnhdsane sthitah 
Ku-dnfi-dht dnta-mdrtandam prakdsayatt mmprati.** 

He was thu.s a disciple of Anantirya of the tniddlc of the nineteenth century. 
At the end of his San-mdfga-dlpa he says that it was written in refutation of 
Rama Misra*s work on the subject. RdmaMisra lived late in the nineteenth century 
and wrote Sneha-purti. 
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literature of the school, such as Satadusani, etc., but through illness 
he lost his tongue and could offer criticisms on only twenty-seven 
points^. As a refutation of that work Rahgacarya wrote his 
Ku-drsti-dhvanta-martanda, It also appears that Annayarya’s grand- 
son and Srinivasa-tayarya’s son, Srlnivasa-dlksita, also wrote a work 
called Virodha-varuthini-pramathinl as a refutation of Virodha- 
varuthini. The first chapter of Ku-drsti-dhvanta-mdrtanda is also 
called Virodha-varuthini-pramathinu 

Uma-Mahesvara says that according to the view of Ramanuja 
the manifold world and the individual souls {acit and cit) exist in 
an undivided and subtle state in Brahman, the original cause. In 
the state of actualized transformation, as the manifested manifold 
worlds and the experiencing selves, we have thus a change of state, 
and as Brahman holds within Himself as qualifying Him this gross 
transformation of the world He is associated with them. He must, 
therefore, be supposed to have Himself undergone change. But 
again Ramanuja refers to many scriptural texts in which Brahman 
is regarded as unchanging. 

To this the reply is that the mode in which the cit and the acit 
undergo transformation is different from the mode in which the all- 
controlling Brahman produces those changes in them. For this 
reason the causality of Brahman remains unaffected by the changes 
through which the cit and the acit pass. It is this unaffectedness of 
Brahma-causality that has often been described as the changeless- 
ness of Brahman. In the Sankara view, the manifested world being 
the transformation of mdyd. Brahman cannot on any account be 
regarded as a material cause of it. The Brahman of Sankara being 
only pure consciousness, no instrumental agencies {nimitta- 
kdranatd) can be attributed to it. If Brahman cannot undergo any 
change in any manner and if it alw^iys remains absolutely change- 
less it can never be regarded as cause. Causality implies power of 
producing change oc undergoing change. If both these are im- 
possible in Brahman it cannot consistently be regarded as the cause. 
According to the Ramanuja view, however. Brahman is not abso- 
lutely changeless; for, as producer of change it also itself undergoes 
a change homogeneous {brahma-samasattdka-vikdrd-ngikdrdt) with 

^ Uma-Mahesvara is said to have written other works also, i.e. Tattva- 
candrika, Advaita-kamadhenu, Taptarmudrd^vidrdvana, Prasanga-ratndkara, and 
Rdmdyana^akd. 
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it. As the change is of a homogeneous nature, it may also be re- 
garded as unchanged. The Brahman is the ultimate upholder of the 
world; though the worldly things have their intermediate causes, 
in which they may be regarded as subsisting, yet since Brahman is 
the uUimate and absolute locus of subsistence all things are said to 
be upheld in it. 

Causation may be defined as unconditional, invariable ante- 
cedence {ananyatha-siddha-niyata-purva-vartita). ' Brahman is 
certainly the ultimate antecedent entity of all things, and its un- 
conditional character is testified by all scriptural texts. The fact that 
it determines the changes in cit and acit and is therefore to be re- 
garded as the instrumental agent does not divest it of its right to be 
regarded as the material cause; for it alone is the ultimate ante- 
cedent substance. Brahman originally holds within itself the cit and 
the acit in their subtle nature as undivided in itself, and later on 
undergoes within itself such changes by its own will as to allow the 
transformation of cit and acit in their gross manifested forms. It 
leaves its pristine homogeneous character and adopts an altered 
state at least with reference to its true parts, the cit and the acity 
which in their subtle state remained undivided in themselves. 
It is this change of Brahinan*s nature that is regarded as the 
parindma of Brahman. Since Brahman is thus admitted to be 
undergoing change of state {parindma) , it can consistently be re- 
garded as the material cause of the world. The illustration of the 
ocean and the waves is also consistent with such an explanation. 
Just as mud transforms itself into earthen jugs or earthen pets, and 
yet in spite of all its changes into jugs or pots really remains nothing 
but mud, so Brahman also undergoes changes in the form of the 
manifested world with which it can always be regarded as one^. 
As the jug and the pot are not false, so the world also is not false. 
But the true conception of the world w^ll be to consider it as one 
with Brahman. The upper and the lower parts of a jug may appear 
to be different when they arc not regarded as parts of the jug, and 

^ vahu sydm prajdyeye' tyd~di'’SruUbhih sr^teh prdn ndma-rupa-vibhdgd^ 
bhdvena ekatvd-Dosthdpannasya suksma-cid-aciJ-nsista-brahmanah pasedn-ndma-^ 
rupa-vibhdgena ekatvd-vasthd-prahdna-purt^akam sthula ■ nd-acid-vaisiftya-lak^ana-- 
vahutvd-pattir-hi prasphutam pratipadyate; sai'va hi brakmanah parindmo ndma; 
prdg^avasthd^ptahdnend' vasthd^ntafa-prdpter ei>a pannama-sabdd^rthatvdt . . . . 
yothd sarvam mrd-dravya-inkrti-bhutafn ghatd-dt~kdrya-jdtarn kdrana^bhQta^ 
mrd-dravyd-bhinname va na tu dravyd-ntaratn tathd brahma' pi jagatah abhirmam 
eva. Ku-drfti-dhvdnfa-mdrtanda, p. 66. 
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in that condition to consider them as two would be false; for they 
attain their meaning only when they are taken as the parts of one 
whole jug. When the Upanisads say that plurality is false, the inv 
port of the text is that plurality attains its full meaning only in its 
unified conception as parts of God, the Absolute. 

The Sahkarites do not admit the theory of illusion as one thing 
appearing as another {anyathd-khydti). According to them illusion 
consists in the production of an indefinable illusory object. Such 
an object appears to a person only at a particular moment when he 
commits an error of perception. It cannot be proved that the il- 
lusory object was not present at the time of the commission of 
illusory perception. Under the circumstances the absence of that 
object at other times cannot prove its falsity; for an object present 
at one time and not present at another eannot indicate its false 
nature. Falsity has then to be defined as relative to the perceiver 
at the time of perception. When the perceiver has knowledge of the 
true object, and knows also that one object is being perceived as 
another object, he is aware of the falsity of his perception. But if 
at the time of perception he has only one kind of knowledge and he 
is not aware of any contradiction, his perception at any tirfie cannot 
be regarded as false. But since the dream experiences are not known 
to be self-contradictory in the same stage, the experience of conch- 
shell-silver is not known to be illusory at the time of the illusion ; 
and as the world experience is uncontradicted at the time of our 
waking consciousness, it cannot be regarded as false in the re- 
spective stages of experience. The falsehood of the dream experiences 
therefore is only relative to the experience of another stage at another 
time. In such a view of the Sankarites everything becomes relative, 
and there is no positive certainty regarding the experience of any 
stage. According to the BudJhists and their scriptures, the notion of 
Brahman is also false; and thus, if we consider their experience, the 
notion of Brahman is also relatively true. In such a view we are 
necessarily landed in a state of uncertainty from which there is no 
escape*. 

* Kaiigacarya wrote at least one other work called Snn^marf^a^dipa which, 
being of a ritualistic nature, does not warrant any treatment in this uork. 



CHAPTER XXI 

THE NIMBSRKA school OF PHILOSOPHY 

Teachers and Pupils of the Nimbarka School. 

NimbArka, Nimbaditya or Niyamananda is said to have been a 
Telugu Brahmin who probably lived in Nimba or Nimbapura in 
the Bellary district. It is said in Ilarivyasadcva’s commentary on 
Daia-sloki that his father’s name was Jagannatha and his mother’s 
name was Sarasvati. But it is difficult to fix his exact date. Sir R. G. 
Bhandarkar, in his Vaimavism, Saivism and Minor Religious 
Systems, thinks that he lived shortly after Ramanuja. ’I'he argument 
that he adduces is as follows; Harivyasadeva is counted in the 
Guru-parampard list as the thirty-second teacher in succession from 
Nimbarka, and Bhandarkar discovered a manuscript containing 
this list which was written in Samvat 1806 or a.d. 1750 when 
Damodara GosvamI was living. Allowing fifteen years for the life 
of Damodara Gosvami we have a.d. 1765. Now the thirty-third 
successor from Madhva died in a.d. 1876 and Madhva died in 
A.D. 1276. Thus thirty-three successive teachers, on the Madhva 
line, occupied 600 years. Applying the same test and deducting 
600 years from a.d. 1765, the date of the thirty-third successor, we 
have 1165 as the date of Nimbarka. This, therefore, ought to be 
regarded as the date of Nimbarka’s death and it means that he died 
sometime after Ramanuja and might have been his junior con- 
temporary. Bhandarkar would thus put roughly eighteen years as 
the pontifical period for each teacher. But Pandit Kisoradasa says 
that in the lives of teachers written by Pandit Anantaram Deva- 
carya the twelfth teacher from Nimbarka was born in Samvat 
1 1 12 or a.d. 1056, and applying the same test of eighteen years for 
each teacher we have a.d. 868 as the date of Nimbarka, in which 
case he is to be credited with having lived long before Ramanuja. 
But from the internal examination of the writings of Nimbarka and 
Srinivasa this would appear to be hardly credible. Again, in the 
Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in the Private Ubraries of the 
North Western Provinces, Part i, Benares, 1874 (or N.W.P. Cata- 
logue, MS. No. 274), Madhva-mukha-mardana, deposited in the 
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Madan Mohan Library, Benares, is attributed to Nimbarka. This 
manuscript is not procurable on loan and has not been available to 
the present writer. But if the account of the authors of the Cata- 
logue is to be believed, Nimbarka is to be placed after Madhva. 
One argument in support of this later date is to be found in the fact 
that Madhava who lived in the fourteenth century did not make 
any reference in his Sarva-dariana-samgraha^ to Nimbarka’s 
system, though he referred to all important systems of thought 
known at the time. If Nimbarka had lived before the fourteenth 
century there would have been at least some reference to him in the 
Sarva-darsana-samgraha, or by some of the writers of that time. 
Dr Rajendra Lai Mitra, however, thinks that since Nimbarka refers 
to the schools {sampraddya) of Sri, Brahma and Sanaka, he lived 
later than Ramanuja, Madhva and even Vallabha. While there is no 
positive, definite evidence that Nimbarka lived after Vallabha, yet 
from the long list of teachers of his school it probably would not be 
correct to attribute a very recent date to him. Again, on the as- 
sumption that the Madhva-mukha-mardana was really written by 
him as testified in the N.WP. Catalogue, one would be inclined to 
place him towards the latter quarter of the fourteenth or the be- 
ginning of the fifteenth century. Considering the fact that there 
have been up till now about forty-three teachers from the time of 
Nimbarka, this would mean that the pontifical peridd of each 
teacher was on the average about ten to twelve years, which is not 
improbable. An internal analysis of Nimbarka’s philosophy shows 
its great indebtedness to Ramanuja’s system and even the style of 
Nimbarka’s bhdsya in many places shows that it was-modelled upon 
the style of approach adopted by Ramanuja in his bhd^a. This is 
an additional corroboration of the fact that Nimbarka must have 
lived after Ramanuja. 

The works attributed to him are as follows: (i) Vedanta^ 
pdrijdta-saurabha. (2) Dasa-shki. (3) Kr^m-stava-raja. (4) Guru- 
parampard. (5) Madhva-mukha-mardana. (6) Veddnta-tattva-bodha, 
(7) Vedanta-siddhanta-pradipa. {%)Sva-dharmd-dhva-bodha. {^)Sn- 
krpia-stava. But excepting the first three works all the rest exist in 
MS. most of which are not procurable^. Of these the present writer 

^ Vedanta^tattva-bodha exists in the Oudh Catalog, 1877, 42 and viii. 24, 
compiled by Pandit Deviprasad. 

Vtddnta-siddhdnta^pradlpa and .Sva^h£trmd^dkva-bodha occur in the Notket 
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could secure only the Sva-dharma-dhva-bodha, which is deposited 
with the Bengal Asiatic Society. It is difficult to say whether this work 
was actually written by Nimbarka. In any case it must have been 
considerably manipulated by some later followers of the Nimbarka 
school, since it contains several verses interspersed, in which 
Nimbarka is regarded as an avatar a and salutations are offered to 
him. He is also spoken of in the third person, and views are 
expressed as being Nimbarka-matam which could not have come 
from the pen of Nimbarka. The book contains reference to the 
Kevala-bheda-vadt which must be a reference to the Madhva 
school. It is a curious piece of work, containing various topics, 
partly related and partly unrelated, in a very unmethodical style. 
It contains references to the various schools of asceticism and 
religion. 

In the Gufu-parampard list found in the Har-iguru-stava-mdld 
noted in Sir R. G. Bhandarkar’s Report of the Search for Sanskrit 
Manuscripts 1882-1883^ we find that Harnsa, the unity of Radha 
and Krsna, is regarded as the first teacher of the Nimbarka school. 
His pupil was Kumara of the form of four vyuhas. Kumara^s pupil 
was Narada, the teacher of prema-’bhakti in the Treta-yuga. 
Nimbarka was the pupil of Narada and the incarnation of the 
power (sudarsana) of Narayana. He is supposed to have introduced 
the worship of Krena in Dvapara-yuga. His pupil was Srinivasa, 
who is supposed to be the incarnation of the conch-shell of 
Narayana. Srinivasa’s pupil was Visvacarya, whose pupil was 
Purusottama, who in turn had as his pupil Svarupacarya. These are 
all described as devotees. Svarupacarya’s pupil was Madhavacarya, 
who had a pupil Balabhadracarya, and his pupil was Padmacarya 
who is said to have been a great controversialist, who travelled over 
different parts of India defeating people in discussion. Padma- 
carya’s pupil was Syamacarya, and his pupil was Gopalacarya, who 
is described as a great scholar of the Vedas and the Vedanta. He 
had as pupil Krpacarya, who taught Devacarya, who is described 
as a great controversialist. Devacarya’s pupil was Siindara Bhatta, 
and Sundara Bhatta’s pupil was Padmana Bhacarva. His pupil was 
Hpendra Bhatta; the succession of pupils is in the following order : 

of Sanskrit Manuscfipts, by R. L. Mitra, Nos. 2826 and 1216, and the Guru- 
parampard in the Catalogue of Manuscripts in the Private Ltbraries of the N. IV, P,, 
Parts i-x, Allahabad, 1877-86. 
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Ramacandra Bhatta, Krsna Bhatta, Padmakara Bhatta, Sravana 
Bhatta, Bhuri Bhatta, Madhva Bhafta, Syama Bhatfa, Gopala 
Bhatta, Valabhadra Bhatta, Gopinatha Bhatta (who is described 
as a great controversialist), Kesava, Gahgala Bhatta, KesavaKasmiri, 
Sri Bhatta and Harivyasadeva. Up to Harivyasadeva apparently 
all available lists of teachers agree with one another; but after him 
if seems that the school split into two and we have two different 
lists of teachers. Bhandarkar has fixed the date for Hari- 
vyasadeva as the thirty-second teacher after Nimbarka. The date 
of Harivyasadeva and his successor in one branch line, Damodara 
Gosvami, has been fixed as 1750-1755. After Harivyasadeva we 
have, according to some lists, Parasuramadeva, Harivamsadeva, 
Narayanadeva, Vrndavanadeva and Govindadeva. According to 
another list we have Svabhuramadeva after Harivyasadeva, and 
after him Karmaharadeva, Mathuradeva, Syamadeva, Sevadeva, 
Naraharideva, Dayaramadeva, Purnadeva, Manisideva, Radha- 
krsna^aranadcva, Harideva and Vrajabhusanasaranadeva who was 
living in 1924 and Santadasa Vavaji who died in 1935. A study of 
the list of teachers gives fairly convincing proof that on the average 
the pontifical period of each teacher was about fourteen years. If 
Harivyasadeva lived in 1750 and Santadasa Vavaji who was the 
thirteenth teacher from Harivyasadeva died in 1935, the thirteen 
teachers occupied a period of 185 years. This would maKc the 
average pontifical period for each teacher about fourteen years. 
By backward calculation from Harivyasadeva, putting a period 
of fourteen years for each teacher, we have for Nimbarka a 
date which would be roughly about the middle of the fourteenth 
century. 

Nimbarka’s commentary of the Brahma-sutras is called the 
Vedanta-parijata-saurabha as has been already stated. A com- 
mentary on it, called the Veddnta-kaustubha, was written by his 
direct disciple Srinivasa. Kesava-kasmiri Bhatta, the disciple of 
Mukunda, wrote a commentary on the Vedanta-kaustubha^ called 
the Vedanta-kaustubha-prabha. He also is said to have written a 
commentary on the Bhagavad-gtta^ called the Tattva-prakasika, a 
commentary on the tenth skanda of Bhdgavata-purana called the 
Tattva-prakasikd-veda-stuti-tikd, and a commentary on the Taittriya 
Upanif^ called the Taittriya-prakaiikd. He also wrote a work 
called Krama-dtpika, which was commented upon by Govinda 
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Bhattacarya^. The Krama-dipika is a work of eight chapters dealing 
mainly with the ritualistic parts of the Nimbarka school of religion. 
This work deals very largely with various kinds of Mantras and 
meditations on them. Srinivasa also wrote a work called Laghu- 
stava^raja^stotra in which he praises his own teacher Nimbarka. It 
has been commented upon by Purusottama Prasada, and the com- 
mentary is called Guru-bhdktUmandakinl. The work Vedanta- 
siddhanta-pradipa attributed to Nimbarka seems to be a spurious 
work so far as can be judged from the colophon of the work and 
from the summary of the contents given in R. L. Mitra's Notices 
of Sanskrit Manuscripts (MS. No. 2826). It appears that the book 
is devoted to the elucidation of the doctrine of monistic Vedanta 
of the school of Sankara. Nimbarka’s Daia-sloki^ called also 
Siddhdnta-ratna^ had at least three commentaries : Vedanta-ratna- 
maUjusd^ by Purusottama Prasadaf Laghu-manju^S, the ^author 
of which is unknown; and a commentary by Harivyasa muni. 
Purusottama Prasada wrote a work called Vedanta-ratna-manjusd, 
as a commentary on the Daia-sloki of Nimbarka, and also Guru- 
bhakti-mandakinicommtntzry as already mentioned. He wrote also a 
commentary on the iSrt-krma-stava of Nimbarka in twenty chapters 
called Sruty-anta-sura-druma, and also Stotra-trayt^. The dis- 
cussions contained in the commentary are more or less of the same 
nature as those found in Para-paksa-giri-vajra^ which has been 
already described in a separate section. The polemic therein is 
mainly directed against Sankara vedanta. Purusottama also strongly 
criticizes Ramanuja’s view in which the impure cit and acit are 
regarded as parts of Brahman possessed of the highest and noblest 
qualities, and suggests the impossibility of this. According to the 
Nimbarka school the individual selves are different from Brahman. 
Their identity is only in the remote sense inasmuch as the indivi- 
dual selves cannot have any separate existence apart from God. 
Purusottama also criticizes the dualists, the Madhvas. The dualistic 
texts have as much force as the identity texts, and therefore on the 
strength of the identity texts we have to admit that the world exists 
in Brahman, and on the strength of the duality texts we have to 

^ This Ke^ava Ks^mlrl Bhatta seems to be a very ciifTerent person from the 
Ke^ava Kflsmirl who is said to have had a discussion with Caitanya as described 
in the Caitanya^caritdmrta. 

^ The Sfl-kr^na-ttava had another commentary on it called Sruti-siddhdntQ* 
nianjarf, the writer of which ii unknown. 
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admit that the world is different from Brahman. The real meaning of 
the view that God is the material cause of the world is that though 
everything springs from Him, yet the nature of God remains the 
same in spite of all His productions. The energy of God exists 
in God and though He produces everj thing by the diverse kinds 
of manifestations of His energies, He remains unchanged in His 
Self^ 

Purusottama makes reference to Devacarya’s Siddhanta- 
jdhnavi, and therefore lived after him. According to Pandit 
Kisoradasa’s introduction to Sruty-anta-sura-druma, he was born 
in 1623 was the son of Narayana Sarma. The present writer is 
unable to substantiate this view. According to Pandit Ki^oradasa 
he was a pupil of Dharmadevacarj^a.* Devacarya wrote a com- 
mentary on the Brahma-sutras called the Siddhanta-jahnavi, on 
which Sundara Bhatta wrote a commentary called the Siddhanta- 
setukd. 


A General Idea of Nimbarka’s Philosophy. 

According to Nimbarka, the inquiry into the nature of Brahman 
can take place only after one has studied the literature that deals 
with the Vedic duties leading to various kinds of beneficial results 
and discovered that they are all vitiated by enjoyment and cannot 
bring about a state of eternal bliss. After such a discovery, and 
after the seeker has learnt in a general manner from the various 
religious texts that the realization of Brahman leads to the un- 
changeable, eternal and ever-constant state of bliss, he becomes 
anxious to attain it through the grace of God and approaches his 
teacher with affection and reverence for instruction regarding the 

* yathd ca bhitms tathd^bhUta-iakti-matyd ofodklndni janma-rndtram tathd 
sarva»kdryo-tpddand^rha-lakfa^-cintydnnanta~s€nrva^iakter akfora-paddrthdd 
hrahmano viivam sambhavatVti; yadd tva^svd-bhdvikddpd^dhika^tdtiiaya-iaktima- 
dbhyo* cttanebhyas tat^tac^chaktya^nusdremi sva-sva-kdrya-bhdvd-pattavapi apra- 
cyuta^tva»rilpatvafn pratyakfa-pramd^^siddhitrpf tarhy actntya-sarvd-cintya- 
visvdkhya^kdryo-tpddand-rha-iaktimato bhagavata ukta-rUyd jagad^bhdvd^ 
pattavapya^pracyuta-sva-rGpatvam kirn aiakyam iti, . . . iakti-vikfepa-safn- 
haranasya pantidma^iabda-vdcyatvd-bhiprdyena kvacit parindmo-ktih. sva-tQpa- 
patindmd^bhdvai ca pdrvam eva mrupitah; iakteb iakti-mato* prthak-siddhatvdt. 
(Sruty-anta^sufa-druma, pp. 73”74-) 

* Pandit Kiioradflsa contradicts himself in his introduction to Veddnta-maHjufd 
and it seems that the dates he gives are of a more or less fanciful character. 
Pandit KiioradSsa further says that DevScSrya lived in a.d. 1055. This would 
place Nimbarka prior even to .Ramanuja, which seems very improbable. 
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nature of Brahman. The Brahman is Sri Krsna, who is omniscient, 
omnipotent, the ultimate cause, and the all-pervading Being. Such 
a Being can be realized only through a constant effort to permeate 
oneself with His nature by^ means of thought and devotion. The 
import of the first aphorism of the Brahma-sutra consists in the 
imposition of such a duty on the devotee, namely, the constant 
effort at realizing the nature of Brahman^. The pupil listens to the 
instruction of his teacher who has a direct realization of the nature 
of Brahman and whose words are therefore pregnant with his con- 
crete experience. He tries to understand the import and meaning 
of the instruction of his teacher which is technically called sravana. 
This is indeed different from the ordinary accepted meaning of the 
sravana in the Sankara literature where it is used in the sense of 
listening to the Upanisadic texts. The next step is called manana — 
the process of organizing one's thought so as to facilitate a favour- 
able mental approach towards the truths communicated by the 
teacher in order to rouse a growing faith in it. The third step is 
called nididhydsana — the process of marshalling one's inner 
psychical processes by constant meditation leading ultimately to a 
permanent conviction and experiences of the truths inspired and 
communicated by the teacher. It is the fruitful culmination of the 
last process that brings about the realization of the nature of 
Brahman. The study of the nature of the Vedic duties, technically 
called dharmay and their inefficacy, rouses a desire for the know- 
ledge of the nature of. Brahman leading to eternal bliss. As a means 
to that end the pupil approaches the teacher who has a direct ex- 
perience of the nature of Brahman. The revelation of the nature of 
the Brahman in the pupil is possible through a process of spiritual 
communication of which sravanay manana and nididhydsana are the 
three moments. 

According to Nimbarka’s philosophy which is a type of 
Bheda-bheda-vaday that is, the theory of the Absolute as Unity-in- 
difference, Brahman or the Absolute has transformed itself into the 
world of matter and spirits. Just as the life-force or prana manifests 
itself into the various conative and cognitive sense-functions, yet 
keeps its own independence, integrity and difference from them, 

^ As the nature of this duty is revealed through the text of the Brahma-sQtra, 
namely, that the Brahma-hood can be attained only by such a process of nidt- 
dhydsana, it is called the apurva-vtdht. 
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so the Brahman also manifests itself through the numberless spirits 
and matter without losing itself in them. Just as the spider spins 
out of its own self its web and yet remains independent of it, so the 
Brahman also has split itself up into the numberless spirits and 
matter but remains in its fullness and purity. The very existence and 
movement of the spirits and indeed all their operations are said to 
depend upon Brahman {tad-dyatta^sthiti-piirvika) i n the sense that the 
Brahman is both the matetial and the determining cause of them all^. 

In the scriptures we hear of dualistic and monistic texts, and 
the only way in which the claims of both these types of texts can be 
reconciled is by coming to a position of compromise that the 
Brahman is at once different from and identical with the world of 
spirits and matter. The nature of Brahman is regarded as such that 
it is at once one with arid different from the world of spirits and 
matter, not by any imposition or supposition, but as the specific 
peculiarity of its spiritual nature. It is on this account that this 
Bhedd^bheda doctrine is called the svdbhdvika bheda-bheda-vada. In 
the pure dualistic interpretation of the Vedanta the Brahman is to 
be regarded only as the determining cause and as such the claims 
of all texts that speak of the Brahman as the material cause or of the 
ultimate identity of the spirits with the Brahman are to be dis- 
regarded. The monistic view of the Vedanta is also untenable, for a 
pure diiferenceless quaUtyless consciousness as the ultimate reality 
is not amenable to perception, since it is super-sensible, nor to 
inference, since it is devoid of any distinctive marks, nor also to 
scriptural testimony, as no words can signify it. The supposition 
that, just as one’s attention to the moon may be drawn in an in- 
direct manner by perceiving the branch of a tree with which the 
moon may be in a line, so the nature of Brahman also may be ex- 
pressed by demonstrating other concepts which are more or less 
contiguous or associated with it, is untenable; for in the above 
illustration the moon and the blanch of the tree are both sensible 
objects, whereas Brahman is absolutely super-sensible. Again, if 
it is supposed that Brahman is amenable to logical proofs, then also 
this supposition would be fabe; for all that is amenable to proofs 
or subject to any demonstration is false. Further, if it is not 
amenable to any proofs the Brahman would be chimerical as the 

^ Srinivasa's commentary* on NimbSrka’s Veddnta^parijdta-saurabha on 
Brahma-sutra, i. i. i‘*3. 
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hare's horn. If it is held that, Brahman being self-luminous, no 
proofs are required for its demonstration, then all the scriptural 
texts describing the nature of Brahman would be superfluous. 
Moreover, the pure qualityless Brahman being absolutely un- 
associated with any kind of impurity has to be regarded as being 
eternally free from any bondage, and thus all scriptural texts giving 
instruction in the methods for the attainment of salvation would be 
meaningless. The reply of the Sahkarites, that all duality though 
false has yet an appearance and serves practical purposes, is un- 
tenable; for when the scriptures speak of the destruction of bondage 
they mean that it was a real bondage and its dissolution is also a real 
one. Again, an illusion is possible in a locus only when it has some 
specific as well as some general characters, and the illusion takes 
place only when the object is known in a general manner without 
any of its specific attributes. But if the Brahman is absolutely 
qualityless, it is impossible that it should be the locus of any 
illusion. Again, since it is difficult to explain how the ajfidna should 
have any support or object {dsraya or visaya), the illusion itself 
becomes inexplicable. The Brahman being of the nature of pure 
knowledge can hardly be supposed to be the support or object of 
ajfidna. The jiva also being itself a product of ajndna cannot be 
regarded as its support. Moreover, since Brahman is of the nature 
of pure illumination and ajndna is darkness, the former cannot 
legitimately be regarded as the support of the latter, just as the sun 
cannot be regarded as the supporter of darkness. 

The operation that results in the formation of illusion cannot be 
regarded as being due to the agency of ajndna, for ajndna is devoid 
of consciousness and cannot, therefore, be regarded as an agent. 
The agency cannot also be attributed to Brahman because it is pure 
and static. Again, the false appearance of Brahman as diverse un- 
desirable phenomena such as a sinner, an animal, and the like, is 
inexplicable; for if the Brahman is always conscious and inde- 
pendent it cannot be admitted to allow itself to suffer through the 
undesirable states which one has to experience in various animal 
lives through rebirth. If the Brahman has no knowledge of such 
experiences, then it is to be regarded as ignorant and its claim to 
self-luminosity fails. Again, if ajndna is regarded as an existent 
entity, there is the change to dualism, and if it is regarded as non- 
existent then it cannot hide the nature of Brahman. Further, if 
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Brahman is self-luminous, how can it be hidden and how can there 
be any illusion about it? If the conch-shell shines forth in its own 
nature, there cannot be any misperception of its nature as a piece 
of silver. Again, if the nature of Brahman is admitted to be hidden 
by ajnana, the question that naturally arises is whether the ajnana 
veils the nature of the Brahman as a whole or in part. The former 
supposition is impossible, for then the world would be absolutely 
h\\x\d2s^AAzr\i{jagad--andhya-prasangat\ and the latter is impossible, 
for the Brahman is a homogeneous entity and has no characters or 
parts. It is admitted by the monists to be absolutely qualityless and 
partkss. If it is held that ordinarily only the “bliss** part of the 
Brahman is hidden by ajnana whereas the “being** part remains 
unveiled, then that would mean that Brahman is divisible in parts 
and the falsity of the Brahman would be demonstrable by such in- 
ferences as: Brahman is false, because it has parts like the jug 
{brahma mithyd sdmsatvdty ghatadivat). 

In reply to the above objections it may be argued that the ob- 
jections against ajnana are inadmissible, for the ajnana is absolutely 
false knowledge. Just as an owl perceives utter darkness, even in 
bright sunlight, so the intuitive perception “I am ignorant** is 
manifest to all. Anantarama, a follower of the Nirnbarka school, 
raises further objections against such a supposition in his Vedanta- 
tattva-bodha. He says that this intuitively felt “T* in *T am 
ignorant** cannot be pure knowledge, for pure knowledge cannot 
be felt as ignorant. It cannot be mere egoism, for then the ex- 
perience would be “the egoism is ignorant.** If by “ego** one 
means the pure self, then such a self cannot be experienced before 
emancipation. The ego-entity cannot be something different from 
both pure consciousness and ajnana, for such an entity must doubt- 
less be an effect of ajnana which cannot exist before the association 
of the ajnana with Brahman. The reply of the Sahkarites that 
ajnana^ being merely false imagination, cannot affect the nature of 
the Brahman, the abiding substratum {adhisthana), is also inad- 
missible; for if the ajnana be regarded as false imagination there 
must be someone who imagines it. But such an imagination cannot 
be attributed to either of the two possible entities, Brahman or the 
ajnana; for the former is pure qualityless which cannot therefore 
imagine and the latter is ipert and unconscious and therefore de- 
void of all imagination. It is also wrong to suppose that Brahman 
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as pure consciousness has no intrinsic opposition to ajndna, for 
there can be no knowledge which is not opposed to ignorance. 
Therefore the Sahkarites are not in a position to demonstrate any 
entity which they mean by the intuition “T* in “I am ignorant.*' 

'Fhe final conclusion from the Nimbarka point of view therefore 
is that it is inadmissible to accept any ajndna as a world-principle 
producing the world-appearance by working in co-operation with 
the Brahman. The ajndna or ignorance is a quality of individual 
beings or selves who are by nature different from Brahman but are 
under its complete domination. They are eternal parts of it, atomic 
in nature, and are of limited powers. Being associated with be- 
ginningless chains of karma they are naturally largely blinded in 
their outlook on knowledge^. 

'Fhe Sankarites affirm that, through habitual failure in dis- 
tinguishing between the real nature of the self and the not-self, 
rnis-pcrceptions, misapprehensions and illusions occur. The ob- 
jection of Anantararna against such an explanation is that such a 
failure cannot be attributed either to Brahman or to ajndna. And 
since all other entities are but later products of illusion, they cannot 
be responsible for producing the illusion^. 

In his commentary Sankara had said that the pure conscious- 
ness was not absolutely undemonslrable, since it was constantly 
being referred to by our ego-intuilions. To this the objection that 
naturally arises is that the entity referred to by our ego-intuitions 
cannot be pu.*e consciousness; for then the pure consciousness 
would have the characteristic of an ego — a view which is favourable 
to the Nimbarka but absolutely unacceptable to the Sankarites. 
If it is held to be illusory, then it has to be admitted that the ego- 
intuition appears when there is an illusion. But by supposition the 
illusion can only occur when there is an ego-intuition®. Here is 
then a reasoning in a circle. The defence that reasoning in a circle 
can be avoided on the supposition that the illusory imposition is 
beginningless is also unavailing. For the supposition that illusions 
as such are beginningless is false, as it is well known that illusions 

* paramd~ttna-hhinno*lp(i~saktis tad-^adhinah sandtanas tad~atns€i~bhiito' 
nddi^karrnd^tmikd-vtdyd-vrta-dharma’hhiitd’-jndno jiva-ksetrajna^di^iabdd^bhi’- 
dheyas tat^pratyayd-sraya iti. Vedanta-tativa-bodha, p. 12. 

' Ibid. p. 13. 

* adhyastattv*^ tu adhydse sati bhdsamdnatvam, tasmin suti sa ity anyonyd^ 
sraya^dosali. Ibid. p. 14. 
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are possible only through the operation of the subconscious im- 
pressions of previous valid cognitions^. Again, the reflection of the 
pure consciousness in the ajndna is impossible, for reflections can 
take place only between two entities which have the same order of 
existence. From other considerations also the illusion has to be 
regarded as illegitimate. Illusions take place as the result of certain 
physical conditions such as contact, defect of the organs of per- 
ception, the operation of the subconscious impressions, etc. These 
conditions are all absent in the supposed case of the illusion in- 
volved in the ego-intuition. 

The Sankarites described mdyd as indefinable. By ‘ ‘ indefinable 
they mean something that appears in perception but is ultimately 
contradicted. The Sankarites define falsehood or non-existence as 
that which is liable to contradiction. The phenomena of mdyd 
appear in experience and are therefore regarded as existent. They 
are liable to contradiction and are therefore regarded as non- 
existent. It is this unity of existence and non-existence in mdyd that 
constitutes its indefinability. To this Anantarama's objection is that 
contradiction does not imply non-existence. As a particular object, 
say a jug, may be destroyed by the stroke of a club, so one know- 
ledge can destroy another. The destruction of the jug by the stroke 
of the club does not involve the supposition that the jug was non- 
existent. So the contradiction of the prior knowledge by a later one 
does not involve the non-existence or falsity of the former. All 
cognitions are true in themselves, though some of them may 
destroy another. This is what the Nimbarkists mean by the 
saUkhydti of knowledge. The theory of sat-khydti with them means 
that all knowledge {khydti)Js produced by some existent objects, 
which are to be regarded as its cz\ise{sad-dhetukd khydti^ sat^khydti). 
According to such a view, therefore, the illusory knowledge must 
have its basic cause in some existent object. It is wrong also to 
suppose that false or non-existent objects can produce effects on 
the analogy that the illusory cobra may produce fear and even 
death. For here it is not the illusory cobra that produces fear but 
the memory of a true snake. It is wrong therefore to suppose that 
the illusory world-appearance, may be the cause of our bondage. 

Since illusions are not possible, it is idle to suppose that all our 

* adhydso nd'nddihy pUrva-pramd^hxta-samskdra-janyatvdt, Veddnta^tattva- 
bodha, p. 14. 
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perceptual, inferential, and other kinds of cognitions are pioduced 
as associated with an ego through sheer illusion. Right knowledge 
is to be regarded as a characteristic quality of the self and the pro- 
duction of knowledge does not need the intervention of a vrtti. The 
ajndna which prevents the flashing in of knowledge is our karma 
which is in accumulation from beginningless time. Through the 
operation of the sense-organs our selves expand outside us and are 
filled with the cognition of the sense-objects. It is for this reason 
that when the sense-organs are not in operation the sense-objects 
do not appear in cognition, as in the state of sleep. The self is thus 
a real knower (jndtd) and a real agent (kartd), and its experiences as 
a knower and as an agent should on no account be regarded as the 
result of a process of illusion^. 

The self is of the nature of pure consciousness, but it should 
yet be regarded as the real knower. The objection that what is 
knowledge cannot behave in a different aspect as a knower, just as 
water cannot be mixed with water and yet remain distinct from it, 
is regarded by the Nimbarkists as invalid. As an illustration 
vindicating the Nimbarka position, Purusottama, in’ his Vedanta- 
ratna-manjusd, refers to the case of the sun which is both light 
and that from which light emanates. Even when a drop of water 
is mixed with another drop the distinction of the drops, both 
quantitative and qualitative, remains, though it may not be so 
apprehended. The mere non-apprehension of difference is no proof 
that the two drops have merged into identity. On the other hand, 
since the second drop has its parts distinct from the first one it must 
be regarded as having a separate existence, even when the two drops 
are mixed. The character as knower must be attributed to the self; 
for the other scheme proposed by the Sahkarites, that the character 
as knower is due to the reflection of the pure consciousness in the 
vrtti, is inefficacious. The sun that is reflected in water as an image 
cannot be regarded as a glowing orb by itself. Moreover, reflection 
can only take place between two visible objects; neither pure 
consciousness nor the antahkarana-vrtti can be regarded as visible 
objects justifying the assumption of reflection. 

The ego-intuition refers directly to the self and there is no 
illusion about it. The ego-intuition thus appears to be a continuous 
revelation of the nature of the self. After deep dreamless sleep one 
^ Veddnta^tattva^bodha, p. zo 
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says slept so well that I did not know even myself.” But this 
should not be interpreted as the absence of the ego-intuition or the 
revelation of the self. The experience “I did not know myself” 
refers to the absence of the intuition of the body and the mental 
psychosis, but it does not indicate that the self-conscious self had 
ever ceased to shine by itself. The negation involved in the denial 
of the perception of one’s self during dreamless sleep refers to the 
negation of certain associations (say, of the body, etc.) with which 
the ego ordinarily links itself. Similar experience of negation can 
also be illustrated in such expressions as ” I was not so long in the 
room,” “I did not live at that time,” etc., where negations refer to 
the associations of the ego and not to the ego. The self is not only 
to be regarded as expressed in the ego-intuition, but it is also to be 
regarded as distinct from the knowledge it has. The perception of 
the self continues not only in the state of dreamless sleep but also 
in the state of emancipation, and even God in His absolute freedom 
is conscious of Himself in His super-ego intuition. He is also all- 
Merciful, the supreme Instructor, and the presiding deity of all our 
understanding. Like individual selves God is also the agent, the 
creator of the universe. If the Brahman were not an agent by 
nature, then He could not have been the creator of the universe, 
even with the association of the maya conditions. Unlike Brahman 
the activity of the individual souls has to depend upon the operation 
of the conative organs for its manifestation. The self also really ex- 
periences the feelings of pleasure and pain. The existence and 
agency of the human souls, however, ultimately depend on the will 
of God. Yet there is no reason to suppose that God is partial or 
cruel because He makes some suffer an,d others enjoy; for He is like 
the grand master and Lord who directs different men differently 
and awards suffering and enjoyment according to their individual 
deserts. The whole idea is that though God awards suffering and 
enjoyment to individuals and directs their actions according to their 
deserts, He is not ultimately bound by the law of karma, and may 
by His grace at any time free them from their bondage. The law of 
karma is a mechanical law and God as the superintendent decides 
each individual case. He is thus the dispenser of the laws of karma 
but is not bound by it^. The human souls are a part- of the 

^ na vayatfi brahma-niyantrtvasya karma-sdpekfattvarfi brdmah, kintu 
puny&-dukarfna‘k 6 rayitrtve tat-phala-ddtrtve ca. Veddnta-ratna^marijufd, p. 24. 
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nature of God and as such are dependent on Him for their essence, 
existence, and activities {tad-ay atta-svarupa-sthitupurvikah). God 
being the ultimate truth, both the human souls and inanimate 
nature attain their essence and existence by virtue of the fact that 
they are parts of Him and participate in His nature. They are there- 
fore entirely dependent on Him for their existence and all their 
operations. 

The individual souls are infinite in number and atomic in size. 
But though atomic in size they can at the same time cognize the 
various sensations in various parts of the body through all-pervading 
knowledge which exists in them as their attribute. Though atomic 
and partless in their nature, they are completely pervaded by God 
through His all-pervading nature. The atomic souls are associated 
with the beginningless girdle of karma which is the cause of the 
body, and are yet through the grace of God finally emancipated 
when their doubts are dissolved by listening to the instructions of 
the sdstras from the teachers, and by entering into a deep meditation 
regarding the true essence of God by which they are ultimately 
merged in Him. God is absolutely free in extending His mercy and 
grace. But it so happens that He actually extends them to those 
who deserve them by their good deeds and devotion. God in His 
transcendence is beyond His three natures as souls, the world and 
even as God. In this His pure and transcendent nature He is 
absolutely unaffected by any changes, and He is the unity of pure 
being, bliss and consciousness. In His nature as God He realizes 
His own infinite joy through the infinite souls which are but con- 
stituent parts of Him. The experiences of individuals are therefore 
contained in Him as constituents of Him because it is by His own 
iksana or self-perceiving activity that the experiences of the indi- 
vidual selves can be accounted for. The existence and the process 
of all human experience are therefore contained and controlled by 
Him, The individual selves are thus in one sen.se different from 
Him and in another sense but constituent parts of Him. I;i Bhas- 
kara’s philosophy the emphasis was on the aspect of unity, since 
the differences were due to conditions (upadhi). But though 
Nimbarka’s system is to be counted as a type of Bheda-bheda 
or Dvaita-dvaita theory, the emphasis here is not merely on the part 
of the unity but on the difference as well. As a part cannot be 
different from the whole, so the individual souls can never be dif- 
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ferent from God. But, in the state of bondage the individuals are 
apt to forget their aspects of unity with God and feel themselves 
independent in all their actions and experiences. When by absolute 
self-abnegation springing from love the individual feels himself to 
be absolutely Controlled and regulated by God and realizes himself 
to be a constituent of Him, he loses all his interests in his actions 
and is not affected by them. The ultimate ideal, therefore, is to 
realize the relation with God, to abnegate all actions, desires and 
motives, and to feel oneself as a constituent of Him. Such a being 
nevet again comes within the grasp of mundane bondage and lives 
in eternal bliss in his devotional contemplation of God. The de- 
votee in the state of his emancipation feels himself to be one with 
God and abides in Him as a part of His energy {iaUtaddtmyd^nubha^ 
va^purvakam visvarQpe bhagavati tac^chaktyd^tmand avasthdnamY. 
Thus, even in the state of emancipation, there is a difference be- 
tween the emancipated beings and God, though in this state they 
are filled with the utmost bliss. With the true realization of the 
nature of God and one’s relation with Him, all the three kinds of 
karma {sanettay kriyamdna and drabdha) are destroyed*. Avidya in 
this system means ignorance of one’s true nature and relationship 
with Gcd which is the cause of his karma and his association with 
the body, senses and the subtle matter®. The prarabdha karma, or 
the karma which is in a state of fructification, may persist through 
the present life or through other lives if necessary, for until their 
fruits are reaped the bodiless emancipation cannot be attained^. 
Sainthood consists in the devotional stale consisting of a continual 
and unflinching meditation on the nature of God {dhydna-paripakena 
dhruva-smrti’para-bhakty-dkhya-jndna-dhigame). Such a saint be- 
comes free from the tainting influence of all deeds committed and 
collected before and all good or bad actions that may be performed 
later on {tatra uttara^bhdvinah knyamdnasya pdpasya dslesah 
tat-prdg-bhutasya sancitasya tasya ndsah, Vedanta-kaustubha-prabhd, 
IV. 1 . 13). The regular caste duties and the duties of the various 
stages of life help the rise of wisdom and ought therefore always to 
be performed, even when the wisdom has arisen; for the flame of 

* Pitra-pakfa’-giri-vajra, p, 591. 

* Ibid. p. 598. » /bid. 

* vidufo t?idyd>’fndhatmy/it saUcita^knyamdvMyor dsUfa-vindsau, prdrabdhasya 
tu kamtano bhogena vindstih, tatra prdrabdhasya etac eharlrena itara^iartrair vd 
bhuktvd vindidn^mokfa iti satriktepah. Ibid', p. 583. 
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this light has always to be kept burning {tasmdt vidyo-dayaya svd- 
hama-karmd-gnihotrd-di-riipam grhmthena^ tapo-japa-dlni karmdni 
urdhva^retobhir anustheydni iti siddham). But the conglomeration of 
deeds which has started fructifying must fructify and the results of 
such deeds have to be reaped by the saint either in one life or in many 
lives as the case may be. The realization of Brahman consists in the 
unflinching meditation on the nature of God and the participation 
in Him as His constituent which is the same thing as the establish- 
ment of a continuous devotional relationship with Him. This is in- 
dependent of the ontological fusion and return in Him which may 
happen as a result of the complete destruction of the fructifying 
deeds (prdrabdha karma) through their experiences in the life of the 
saint {vidyd-yonusarira) or in other lives that may follow. A saint, 
after the exhaustion of his fructifying deeds, leaves his gross body 
through the summnd nerve in his subtle body, and going beyond 
the material regions (prdkrta-’mandala) reaches the border region — 
the river virajd — between the material regions and the universe of 
Visnu^. Here he leaves aside his subtle body in the supreme being 
and enters into the transcendent essence of God (Veddnta- 
kaustubha-prabhd, iv. 2. 15). The emancipated beings thus exist in 
God as His distinct energies and may again be employed by Him 
for His own purposes. Such emancipated beings^ however, are 
never sent down by God for carrying on an earthly existence. 
Though the emancipated beings become one with God, they have 
no control over the affairs of the world, which are managed entirely 
by God Himself*. 

Though it is through the will of God that we enjoy the dream 
experiences and though He remains the controller and abides in us 
through all stages of our experiences, yet He is never tainted by the 
imperfections of our experiental existence ( Veddnta-kaustubha and 
its commentary Prabha, ill. 2. 1 1). The objects of our experiences 
are not in themselves pleasurable or painful, but God makes them 
so to us in accordance with the reward and punishment due to us 
according to our good or bad deeds. In themselves the objects are 

^ para-loka-gamane dehad utsarpana-samaye eva vtdufah punya-pdpe nira^ 
vasefam kflyate^ . . . vidyd hi sva-samarthydd eva sva-phala-hhuta-brcdima-prdptu 
pratipildandya. . .enatp deva-ydnena pathd gamayitum sukfma-sarlram sihdpayaii, 
Veddnta-kaustubha^prabhd, in. 3. 27. 

* muktasya tu para-brahma-sddharmye' pi nikhila-cetand-cetana^paUtva* 
tan^myantrtva^tad^vidhdrakatva~sarva-gatatvd-'dy~asambhavdt jagad-vyUpdra* 
vatjam oisvaryam. Ibid. iv. 4. 20. 
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but indifferent' entities and are neither pleasurable nor painful 
{Veddnta-kaustubha-prabhdy iii. 2. 12). The relation of God and 
the world is like that of a snake and its coiled existence. The coiled 
{kundala) condition of a snake is neither different from it nor 
absolutely identical with it. So God’s relation with the individuals 
also is like that of a lamp and its light (prabha-tadvator iva) or like 
the sun and the illumination (prakdia), God remains unchanged in 
Himself and only undergoes transformation through His energies as 
conscious (cic^chakti) and unconscious {acic-^chaktiy. As the indivi- 
duals cannot have any existence ap'Ut from Brahman, so the material 
world also cannot have any existence apart from him. It is in this 
sense that the material world is a part or constituent of God and is 
regarded as being one with God. But as the nature of the material 
world is different from the nature of God, it is regarded as different 
from Him*. 

The Vedic duties of caste and stages of life are to be performed 
for the production of the desire of wisdom {vividisd)^ but once the 
true wisdom is produced there is no further need of the per- 
formance of the duties {Ibid. iii. 4. 9). The wise man is never 
affected by the deeds that he performs. But though ordinarily the 
performance of the duties is helpful to the attainment of wisdom, 
this is not indispensable, and there are many who achieve wisdom 
without going through the customary path of caste duties and the 
duties attached to stages of life. 


Controversy v^ith the Monists by Madhava Mukunda. 

{a) The Main Thesis and the Ultimate End in Advaita 
Vedanta are Untenable. 

Madhava Mukunda, supposed to be a native of the village of 
Arunaghatl, Bengal, wrote a work called Para-paksa-giri-vajra or 
Harda-sancaya, in which he tried to show from various points of 

^ ananta-guna-saktimnto brahmanah parindmi-svahhdvd-cic-chnkteh sthuld- 
vasthaydm satydm tad-antard-tmatvena latrd'vasthdne'pi partndmasya sakti-- 
gatatvdt svarupe parindmd'hhdrdt kumlala^drftdnto na dofd~vahah aprthak- 
siddhatvena abhede'pi bheda-jUdpana-rthah. Veddnta-kaustubha-prabhd, iii. 2. 29. 

® jivavat prthak^sthtty-anarha^viscfanatvena acid-vastuno ^ahmd-msatvam 
viiiffa-vastv-eka-desatvena abheda-vyavahdro mukhyah visefana-vise^yayoh sva- 
rQpa-svabhdva-bhedfina cn hh^da-iyarahdro mukhyah. Ibid, tii 2. 30. 
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view the futility of the monistic interpretation of Vedanta by 
Sankara and his followers. 

He says that the Sahkarites are interested in demonstrating the 
identity of the individuals with Brahman (7 and this 
forms the principal subject-matter of all their discussions. This 
identity may be illusory or not. In the former case duality or 
plurality would be real, and in the latter case, i.e. if identity be real, 
then the duality presupposed in the identification must also be 
reaU. It is not the case of the single point of an identity that 
Sahkarites are interested in, but in the demonstration of an 
identification of the individuals with Brahman. The demonstration 
of identity necessarily implies the reality of the negation of the 
duality. If such a negation is false, the identification must also be 
false, for it is on the reality of the negation that the reality of the 
iilentification depends. If the negation of duality be real, then the 
duality must also be real in some sense and the identification can 
imply the reality of the negation only in some particular aspect. 

The objections levelled by the Sahkarites against the admission 
of “duality” or “difference” as a category are, firstly, that the 
category of difference {bheda) being by nature a relation involves 
two poles and hence it cannot be identical in nature with its locus 
in which it is supposed to subsist {bhedasya na adhikarana^svaru^ 
patvam). Secondly, that if “difference” is different in nature from 
its locus, then a second grade of “difference” has to be introduced 
and this would imply another grade of difference and so on ad 
infinitum. Thus we have a vicious infinite. To the first objection, 
the reply is that “difference” is not relational* in nature with this 
or that individual locus, but with the concept of the locus as such 
{bhutalatvd-dind nirapeksatve'pi adkikarandtmakatvena sdpeksatve 
ksaterabhdvdt)^. The charge of vicious infinite by the introduction of 
differences of differences is invalid, for all differences are identical 
in nature with their locus. So in the case of a series of differences the 
nature of each difference becomes well defined and the viciousness 
of the infinite series vanishes. In the instance “ there is a jug on the 
ground” the nature of the difference of the jug is jugness, whereas 
in the case of the difference of the difference, the second order of 

^ dvitiye aikya-pratiyogika-bhedasya pdramdrthikatva~prasaf^dt. Para-pakfa- 
giti-vajra, p. 12. 

* Ibid. p. 14. 
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difference has a separate specification as a special order of dif- 
ferenceness. Moreover, since difference reveals only the particular 
modes of the objects, these difficulties cannot arise. In perceiving 
difference we do not perceive difference as an entity different from 
the two objects between which it is supposed to subsist ^ One 
might equally well find such a fault of mutual dependence on the 
identification of Brahman with jiva^ since it depends upon the 
identification of the jiva with the Brahman. 

A further discussion of the subject shows that there cannot be 
any objections against '‘differences” on the score of their being 
produced, for they merely subsist and are not produced; or on the 
possibility of their being known, for if differences were never per- 
ceived the Sahkarites would not have been so anxious to remove 
the so-called illusions or mis-perception of differences, or to mis- 
spend their energies in trying to demonstrate that B'rahman was 
different from all that was false, material and the like ; and the saint 
also would not be able to distinguish between what was eternal and 
transitory. Again, it is held that there is a knowledge w hich contra- 
dicts the notion of difference. But if this knowledge itself involves 
difference it cannot contradict it. Whatever may signify anything 
must do so by restricting its signification to it, and all such re- 
striction involves difference. Even the comprehension that demon- 
strates the illusoriness of “difference” (e.g. this is not difference, 
or there is no difference here, etc.) proves the existence of “dif- 
ference.” Moreover, a question may be raised as to whether the 
notion that contradicts difference is itself comprehended as dif- 
ferent from difference or not. In the former case the validity of the 
notion leaves “difference” unmolested and in the second case, 
i.e. if it is not comprehended as different from “difference,” it be- 
comes identical with it and cannot contradict it. 

If it is contended that in the above procedure an attempt has 
been made to establish the category of difference only in indirect 
manner and that nothing has been directly said in explanation of 
the concept of difference, the reply is that those who have sought 
to explain the concept of unity have fared no better. If it is urged 
that if ultimately the absolute unity or identity is not accepted then 

* nd'py anyonyd-irayali bheda-pratyakfe pratiyogitd^vacchedaka-stambhatvd^ 
di-prakdraka-jndnasyai*va hetufvdt na Idvad bheda-pratyak^ bhedd-iraydd 
bhinnatvena pratiyogi-jndnam hetuh. Pcara^pakfa-giruvajra, pp. 14, 15. 
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that would lead us to nihilism, then it may also be urged with the 
same force that, differences being but modes of the objects them- 
selves, a denial of difference would mean the denial of the objects, 
and this would also land us in nihilism. It must, however, be noted 
that though difference is but a mode of the objects which differ, yet 
the terms of reference by which difference becomes intelligible (the 
table is different from the chair: here the difference of the table is 
but its mode, though it becomes intelligible by its difference from 
the chair) are by no means constituents of the objects in which the 
difference exists as their mode. The Sahkarites believe in the re- 
futation of dualism, as by such a refutation the unity is established. 
The thesis of unity is thus though, on the one hand dependent upon 
such refutation and yet on the other hand identical with it because 
all such refutations are believed to be imaginary. In the same manner 
it may be urged that the demonstration of difference involves with 
it a reference to other terms, but is yet identical in nature with the 
object of which it is a mode ; the reference to the terms is necessary 
only for purposes of comprehension. 

It must, however, be noted that since difference is but a mode 
of the object the comprehension of the latter necessarily means the 
comprehension of all differences existing in it. An object may be 
known in a particular manner, yet it may remain unknown in its 
differential aspects, just as the monists hold that pure consciousness 
is always flashing forth but yet its aspect as the unity of all things 
may remain unknown. In comprehending a difference between any 
two objects, no logical priority which could have led to a vicious 
circle is demanded. But the two are together taken in consciousness 
and the apprehension of the one is felt as its distinction from the 
other. The same sort of distinction has to be adduced by the 
monists also in explaining the comprehension of the identity of the 
individual souls with the Brahman, otherwise in their case too there 
would have been the charge of a vicious circle. For when one says 
“these two are not different, “ their duality and difference depend 
upon a comprehension of their difference which, while present, 
prevents their identity from being established. If it is held that the 
duality is imaginary whereas the identity is real, then the two being 
of a different order of existence the contradiction of the one cannot 
lead to the affirmation of the other. The apology that in compre- 
hending identity no two-term reference is needed is futile, for an 
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identity is comprehended only as the negation of the two-term 
duali^. 

Thus, from the above considerations, the main thesis of the 
Sahkarites, that all things are identical with Brahman, falls to the 
ground. 

According to Nimbarka the ideal of emancipation is participa- 
tion in God’s nature {tad-bhavd~patti). This is the ultimate end and 
summum bonum of life (prayqjana). According to the Sahkarites 
emancipation consists in the ultimate oneness or identity existing 
between individual souls and Brahman. The Brahman in reality is 
one with the individual souls, and the apparent difference noticed 
in our ordinary practical life is due to misconception and ignorance, 
which impose upon us a false notion of duality. Madhava Mukunda 
urges that in such a view, since the individual souls are already one 
with Brahman, they have nothing to strive for. There is thus really 
no actual end {proyojana) as the goal of our strivings. Madhava 
Mukunda, in attempting to emphasize the futility of the Sahkarite 
position, says that, if the ultimate consciousness be regarded as one, 
then it would be speckled with the various experiences of indi- 
viduals. It cannot be held to be appearing as different in accordance 
with the variety of conditions through which it appears, for in our 
experiences we find that though through our various cognitive 
organs we have various experiences they are also emphasized as 
belonging to one being. Variability of conditions does not neces- 
sarily imply a variety of the units of experience of individual beings, 
as is maintained by the Sahkarites. The pure and ubiquitous dif- 
ferenceless consciousness (nirvisesa-caitanya) cannot also be re- 
garded as capable of being identified as one with the plurality of 
minds (antahkarana). Again, it is admitted by the Sahkarites that 
in dreamless sleep the mind^s dissolved. If that were so and if pure 
consciousness is regarded as being capable of manifesting itself 
through false identification with minds, there would be no ex- 
planation of the continuity of consciousness from day to day in the 
form of memory. It cannot be urged that such a continuity is 
maintained by the fact that minds exist in a state of potency 
(samskdra-tmand' vasthitasya) in the deep dreamless sleep; for the 
mind in a potent state cannot be regarded as carrying impressions 
and memories, since in that case there would be memories even in 
dreamless sleep. 
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Further, if the experiences are supposed to belong to the states 
of ignorance, then emancipation, which refers only to pure con- 
sciousness, would refer to an entity different from that which was 
suffering from bondage. On the other hand, if the experiences be- 
long to pure consciousness, then emancipation will be associated 
with diverse contradictory experiences at the same time according 
to the diversity of experiences. 

The Sahkarites may urge that the conditions which bring about 
the experiences are associated with pure consciousness and hence 
in an indirect manner there is a continuity of the being that ex- 
periences and attains salvation. To this the reply is that the ex- 
periencing of sorrow is a sufficient description of the conditions. 
That being so, where the experiencing of sorrow does not exist, 
the conditions, of which it is a sufficient description, also do not 
exist. Thus, the discontinuity of the entities which suffer bondage 
and attain emancipation remains the same. 

Again, since it is held that the conditions subsist in the pure 
consciousness, it may well be asked whether emancipation means 
the dissolution of one condition or many conditions. In the former 
case we should have emancipation always, for one or other of the 
conditions is being dissolved every moment, and in the latter case 
we might not have any emancipation at all, for all the conditions 
determining the experiences of infinite individuals can never be 
dissolved. 

It may also be asked whether the conditions are associated with 
the pure consciousness in part or in whole. In the first alternative 
there would be a vicious infinite and in the second the differentia- 
tion of the pure consciousness in various units would be in- 
admissible. 

Moreover, it may be asked whether conditions are associated 
with pure consciousness conditionally or unconditionally. In the 
former alternative there would be a vicious infinite and in the second 
case there would be no chance of emancipation. The theory of re- 
flection cannot also explain the situation, for reflection is admitted 
only when the reflected image has the same order of existence as 
the object. The avidya has a different order of existence from 
Brahman, and thus reflection of Brahman in avidya cannot be 
justified. Again, in reflection that which is reflected and that in 
which the reflection takes place must be in two different places. 
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whereas in the case of avidya and Brahman the former is supposed 
to have Brahman as its support. The conditions {upadhi) cannot 
occupy a part of Brahman, for Brahman has no parts; nor can they 
occupy the whole of it, for in that case there will be no reflection. 

In the Nimbarka system both the monistic and the dualistic 
texts have their full scope, the dualistic texts in demonstrating the 
difference that exists between souls and God, and the monistic 
texts showing the final goal in which the individuals realize them- 
selves as constituents of Him and as such one with Him. But in the 
Sankara system, where no duality is admitted, everything is self- 
realized, there is nothing to be attained and even the process of 
instruction of the disciple by the preceptor is unavailable, as they 
are all but adumbrations of ignorance. 

(i) Refutation of the Sankara Theory of 
Illusion in its various Aspects, 

The Sahkarite doctrine of illusion involves a supposition that 
the basis of illusion (adhisthana) is imperfectly or partly known. 
The illusion consists in the imposition of certain appearances upon 
the unknown part. The stump of a tree is perceived in part as an 
elongated thing but not in the other part as the stump of a tree, and 
it is in reference to this part that the mis-attribution of an illusory 
appearance, e.g. a man, is possible by virtue of which the elongated 
part is perceived as man. But Brahman is partless and no division 
of its part is conceivable. It must therefore be wholly known or 
wholly unknown, and hence there can be no illusion regarding it. 
Again, illusion implies that an illusory appearance has to be imposed 
upon an object. But the avidya, which is beginningless, cannot 
itself be supposed to be arr illusory appearance. Following the 
analogy of beginninglessness Brahman may be regarded as illusory. 
The reply that Brahman being the basis cannot be illusory is 
meaningless; for though the basis is regarded as the ground of the 
imposition, there is no necessary implication that the basis must 
also be true. The objection that the basis has an independent reality 
because it is the basis associated with ignorance which can become 
the datum of illusion is futile; because the basis may also be an 
unreal one in a serial process where at each stage it is associated 
with ignorance. In such a view it is not the pure Brahman which 
becomes the basis but the illusory Brahman which is associated with 
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ignorance. Moreover, if the avidya and its modifications were 
absolutely non-existent they could not be the subject of imposition. 
What really exists somewhere may be imposed elsewhere, but not 
that which does not exist at all. The pure chimericals like the hare’s 
horn can never be the subjects of imposition, for that which is 
absolutely non-existent cannot appear at all. 

Again, illusions are supposed to happen through the operation 
of impressions {samskdra\ but in the beginningless cosmic illusion 
the impressions must also be beginningless and co-existent with 
the basis {adhisthana) and therefore real. The impressions must 
exist prior to the illusion and as such they cannot themselves be 
illusory, and if they are not illusory they must be real. Again, the 
impressions cannot belong to Brahman, for then it could not be 
qualityless and pure; they cannot belong to individual souls, for 
these are produced as a result of illusory impositions which are 
again the products of the operation of impressions. Further, 
similarity plays an important part in all illusions, but Brahman as 
the ground or basis which is absolutely pure and qualityless has 
no similarity with anything. There cannot also be any imaginary 
similarity imposed upon the qualityless Brahman, for such an 
imaginary imposition presupposes a prior illusion. Again, all 
illusions are seen to have a beginning, whereas entities that are not 
illusory, such as the individual souls, are found to be beginningless. 
It is also erroneous to hold that the ego-substratum behaves as the 
basis of the illusion, for it is itself a product of the illusion. 

Furthermore, the supposition that the world-appearance is a 
cosmic illusion which is related to pure consciousness in an illusory 
relation [ddhydsika-sambandha) is unwarrantable. But the Saii- 
karites admit that the relation between the external world and the 
knower is brought about by the operation of the mind in modifica- 
tion, called vrtti. Moreover, if the pure consciousness be admitted 
to be right knowledge or pramd, then its object or that which shines 
with it must also be right knowledge and as such it cannot be the 
basis of false knowledge. If the pure consciousness be false know- 
ledge, it cannot obviously be the basis of false knowledge. The mere 
fact that some of the known relations, such as contact, inseparable 
inherence, do not hold between the object of knowledge and know- 
ledge does not prove that their relation must be an illusory one, for 
other kinds of relations may subsist between them Knowledge-and- 
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the-known may itself be regarded as a unique kind of relation. 
It is also wrong to suppose that all relations are false because they 
are constituents of the false universe, for the universe is supposed 
to be false because the relations are false, and hence there would be 
a vicious infinite. Again, the objection that, if relations are ad- 
mitted to establish connection between two relata, then further 
relations may be necessary to relate the relation to relata and that 
this would lead to a vicious infinite, and also that, if relations' are 
identical in essence with the relata, then relations become useless, 
is futile. The same objections would be admissible in the case of 
illusory relations. If it is held that, since all relations are illusory, 
the above strictures do not apply, then it may be pointed out that if 
the order of the relations be subversed, then, instead of conceiving 
the jug to be a product of mdydy mdyd may be taken as a product of 
the jug. Thus, not only the Sahkarites but even the Buddhists have 
to admit the orderly character of relations. In the Nimbarka view 
all relations are regarded as true, being the different modes of the 
manifestation of the energy of God. Even if the relations be 
denied, then the nature of Brahman cannot be described as this 
or that« 


(c) Refutation of the Sankarite View of Ajndna. 

Ajndna is defined as a beginningless positive entity which is 
destructible by knowledge {anddi-bhdvatve sati jndna-^nivartyatvam). 
The definition is unavailing as it does not apply to ignorance that 
hides an ordinary object before it is perceived. Nor does ajndna 
apply to the ignorance regarding the negation of an object, since 
it is of a positive nature. Again, in the case of the ignorance that 
abides in the saint who has attained the knowledge of Brahman, 
the ajndna is seen to persist even though knowledge has been at- 
tained; hence the definition of (gndna as that which is destructible 
by knowledge fails. In the case of the perception of red colour in 
the crystal through reflection, the ignorant perception of the white 
crystal as red persists even though it is known to be false and due 
to reflection. Here also the ignorance is not removed by knowledge. 
It is also wrong to suppose that cgHdna^ which is but the product of 
defect, should be regarded as beginningless. Moreover, it may be 
pointed out that all things (excluding negation) that are beginning- 
less are also eternal like the* souls and it is a curious assumption that 
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there should be an entity called ajnana which is beginningless and 
yet destructible. Again, ajnana is often described as being dif- 
ferent both from being and non-being, but has yet been defined as 
a positive entity. It is also difficult to imagine how, since negative 
entities are regarded as products of ajnana, ajnana may itself be 
regarded as a positive entity. Moreover, the error or illusion that 
takes place through absence of knowledge has to be. admitted as a 
negative entity; but being an illusion it has to be regarded as a pro- 
duct of ajnana. 

There is no proof of the existence of ajnana in the so-called 
perception ‘T am ignorant.” It cannot be the pure Brahman, for 
then that would have to be styled impure. It cannot be a positive 
knowledge by itself, for that is the very point w^hich has to be 
proved. Further, if in establishing ajnana (ignorance) one has to 
fall back upon jndna or knowledge, and if in establishing the latter 
one has to fall back upon the former, then that would involve a 
vicious circle. It cannot be the ego-substratum {aham~artha\ for 
that is itself a product of ajnana and cannot be in existence as the 
datum of the perception of ajnana. The ego itself cannot be per- 
ceived as ignorant, for it is itself a product of ignorance. The ego is 
never regarded as synonymous with ignorance, and thus there is no 
means of proving the supposition that ignorance is perceived as a 
positive entity cither as a quality or as a substance. Ignorance is 
thus nothing but “absence of know^ledge” {jndnd-bhdva) and ought 
to be recognized by the Sahkarites, since they have to admit the 
validity of the experience “I do not know what you say” which is 
evidently nothing but a reference to the absence of knowledge 
which is admitted by the Sahkarites in other cases. There is no 
proof that the cases in point are in any way different from such 
cases of absence of knowledge. Again, if the ajnana is regarded as 
hiding an object, then in the case of mediate knowledge (paroksa- 
^tti — where according to the Sahkarites the vrtti or the mental 
state does not remove the veil of ajnana) one ought to feel that one 
is ignorant of the object of one’s mediate knowledge, for the veil of 
ajnana remains here intact^. Moreover, all cases of the supposed 
perception of ignorance can be explained as the comprehension of 
the absence of knowledge. In the above manner Mukunda criti- 

* parokfa-vriter vifoyd-varakd-jUdna-nit'artakatvtna parokfato jndte’pi na 
jdndna'ty an»Ahavd-pdtde ca. Para-pakta-giri-vajra, p. 76. 
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cizes the theories of rgnana and of the illusion in their various 
aspects. But as the method of the dialectic followed in these logical 
refutations is substantially the same as that attempted by Vehkata- 
natha and Vyasatirtha which have been examined in detail it is not 
necessary to give a detailed study of Mukunda’s treatment. 


The Pramanas according to Madhava Mukunda. 

The followers of Nimbarka admit only three (perception, in- 
ference and testimony) out of the following eight pramanas^ viz. 
perception {pratyaksa), inference {amitndna), similarity {upamdna\ 
scriptural testimony {sabdd)^ implication {arthdpatti)y non-percep- 
tion {anupalahdhi), inclusion of the lower within the higher as of 
ten within a hundred {sambhava)^ and tradition {aitihya). Percep- 
tion is of two kinds, external and internal. The external perception 
is of five kinds according to the five cognitive senses. 'Fhe mental 
perception called also the internal perception is of two kinds, 
ordinary {laukika) and transcendent {alaukika). The perception of 
pleasure and pain is a case of ordinary internal perception, whereas 
the perception of the nature of self, God and their qualities is a case 
of transcendent internal perception. This transcendent internal per- 
ception is again of two kinds, that which flashes forth through the 
meditation of an entity and that- which comes out of meditation on 
the essence of a scriptural text. The scriptural reference that the 
ultimate truth cannot be perceived by the mind means either that 
the ultimate truth in its entirety cannot be perceived by the mind 
or that unless the mind is duly trained by a teacher or by the forma- 
tion of right tendencies it cannot have a glimpse of the transcendent 
realities. Knowledge is a beginningless, eternal and all-pervasive 
characteristic of individual selves. But in our state of bondage this 
knowledge is like the rays of a lamp in a closed place, in a state of 
contraction. Just as the rays of a lamp enclosed within a jug may 
go out through the bole into the room and straight through the 
door of the room and flood with light some object outside, so the 
knowledge in each individual may by the modification of the mind 
reach the senses and again through their modification reach the 
object and, having flood-lit it, may illuminate both the object and 
the knowledge. The ajndna (ignorance) that ceases with the know- 
ledge of an object is the paitial cessation of a state of contraction 
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leading to the flashing of knowledge. What is meant by the phrase 
“knowledge has an object*^ is that knowledge takes a particular 
form and illuminates it. The objects remain as they are, but they 
are manifested through their association with knowledge and remain 
unmanifested w'ithout it. In the case of internal perception the 
operation of the senses is not required, and so pleasure and pain are 
directly perceived by the mind. In self-consciousness or the per- 
ception of the self, the self being itself self-luminous, the mental 
directions to the self remove the state of contraction and reveal the 
nature of the self. So God can be realized through Ilis grace and 
the removal of obstruction through the meditative condition of the 
mind^. 

In inference the knowledge of the existence of the hetu (reason) 
in the minor {paksa) having a concomitance (vyapti) with the pro- 
bandum {sadhya), otherwise called pardmarsa {vahni-vydpya- 
dhUmavdn ay am evam-rupah), is regarded as the inferential process 
(anumana) and from it comes the inference (e.g. “the hill is 
fiery’*). Two kinds of inference, i.e. for the conviction of one’s own 
self (svdrthdnumdna) and for convincing others {pardrthdnumdna\ 
are admitted here; a'^d in the latter case only three propositions 
(the thesis, pratijnd, the reason, hetu, and the instance, udaharana) 
are regarded as necessary. Three kinds of inference are admitted, 
namely kevald-nvayi (argument from only positive instances, where 
negative instances are not available), kevala-vyatireki (argument 
from purely negative instances, where positive instances are not 
available), and anvaya-vyatireki (argument from both sets of posi- 
tive and negative instances). In addition to the well-known con- 
comitance {vyapti) arising from the above three ways, scriptural 
assertions are also regarded as cases of concomitance. Thus there is 
a scriptural passage to the following effect: The self is inde- 
structible and it is never divested of its essential qualities {avindst 
vd are dtma an^ucchitti-dharmd), and this is regarded as a vyapti or 
concomitance, from which one may infer the indestructibility of 
the soul like the Brahman.* There are no other specially interesting 
features in the Nimbarka doctrine of inference. 

Knowledge of similarity is regarded as being due to a separate 
pramdna called upamdna* Such a comprehension of similarity 
(sadrsya) may be due to perception or through a scriptural assertion 

' Para-pakfa^giri-vajra, pp. 203-206. * Ibid. p. 210. 
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of similarity. Thus a man may perceive the similarity of the face 
to the moon or he may learn from the scriptures that the self and 
Ciod are similar in nature and thus comprehend such similarity. 
This may be included within the proposition of instance or illus- 
tration in an inference {upamanasya drstanta-matra-ika-vigraha- 
tvend'numdnd-vayave uddharane antarbhdvah. Para-paksa-giri- 
vajra, p. 254). 

That from which there is a communication of the negation or 
non-existence of anything is regarded as the pramdna or anupala- 
bdhi. It is of four kinds: firstly, the negation that precedes a pro- 
duction, called prdg-abhdva\ secondly, the negation of one entity in 
another, i.e. the negation as “otherness,” called anyonyd-bhdva\ 
thirdly, the negation as the destruction of an entity, called dhvam- 
sd-bhdva\ fourthly, the negation of an entity in all times {kdlatraye'pi 
nastVti pratiti-visayah atyantd-bhdvah). But it is unnecessary to ad- 
mit abkdva or anupalabdhi as a separate pramdna^ for according to 
the Nimbarkas negation is not admitted as a separate category. The 
perception of negation is nothing but the perception of the locus of 
the object of negation as unassociated with it. The negation- 
precedent (prdg-abhdva) of a jug is nothing but the lump of clay; 
the negation of destruction of a jug is nothing but the broken frag- 
ments of a jug ; the negation of otherness (anyonyd-bhdva) is the 
entity that is perceived as the other of an another, and the negation 
existent in all times is nothing but the locus of a negation. Thus the 
pramdna of negation may best be included with perception. The 
pramdna of implication may well be taken as a species of inference. 
The pramdna of sambhava may well be regarded as a deductive 
piece of reasoning. 

The Nimbarkas admit the self-validity of the pramdnas {svatah- 
prdmdnya) in the manner of the Sahkarites. Self-validity {svatastva) 
is defined as the fact that in the absence of any defect an assemblage 
forming the data of cognition produces a cognition that represents 
its nature as it is {dosd-bhdvatve ydvaUsvd-sraya-bhuta-pramd- 
grdhaka-sdmagri-mdtra-grdhyatvamy. Just as the eye when it per- 
ceives a coloured object perceives also the colours and forms 
associated with it, so it takes with the cognition of an object also the 
validity of such a cognition. 

The nature of God can, however, be expressed only by the 
^ Para-puhi'i-gifi-vajra, p, 253. 
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scriptural texts, as the signifying powers of these texts directly 
originate from God. Indeed, all the powers of individual minds 
also are derived from God, but they cannot signify Him as they 
are tainted by the imperfections of the human mind. The Mim- 
amsists are wrong to think that the import of all parts of the Vedas 
consists in enjoining the performance of the Vedic duties, for the 
results of all deeds ultimately produce a desire for knowing 
Brahman and through it produce the fitness for the attainment of 
emancipation. Thus considered from this point of view the goal of 
the performance of all duties is the attainment of emancipation^. 
There cannot be any scope for the performance of duties for one 
who has realized the Brahman, for that is the ultimate fruit of all 
actions and the wise man has nothing else to attain by the per- 
formance of actions. Just as though different kinds of seeds may be 
soA^n, yet if there is no rain these different kinds of seeds cannot 
produce the different kinds of trees, so the actions by themselves 
cannot produce the fruits independently. It is through God's grace 
that actions can produce their specific fruits. So though the obli- 
gatory duties are helpful in purifying the mind and in producing a 
desire for true knowledge, they cannot by themselves be regarded 
as the ultimate end, which consists in the production of a desire 
for true knowledge and the ultimate union with God. 

Criticism of the views of Ramanuja and Bhaskara. 

The view of Ramanuja and his followers is that the souls and 
the inanimate world are associated with God as His qualities. The 
function of qualities {visesana) is that by their presence they dis- 
tinguish aii object from other similar objects. Thus, when one says 
“ Rama the son of Dasaratha,” the adjective “son of Dasaratha “ dis- 
tinguishes this Rama from the other two Ramas, Balarama and 
Parasurama. But no such purpose is served by styling the indi- 
vidual souls and the inanimate nature as being qualities of Brahman, 
for they do not distinguish Him from any other similar persons; 
for the Ramanujists also do not admit any other category than the 
conscious souls, the unconscious world and God the controller of 
them both. Since there is nothing to differentiate, the concept of 
the souls and matter as quality or differentia also fails. Another 


‘ Para-pakfa-giri^vegra, pp. 27(>-28o. 
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function of qualities is that they help the substance to which they 
belong to become better known. "I'he knowledge of souls and matter 
as qualities of God does not help us to know or comprehend Him 
better. 

Again, if God be associated with matter and souls, He is found 
to be associated with their defects also. It may be argued whether 
the Brahman in which the souls and matter arc held to abide is 
itself unqualified or qualified. In the former alternative the Rama- 
nujas like the ^ankarites have to admit the existence of an unquali- 
fied entity and a part in Brahman has to be admitted which exists 
in itself as an unqualified entity. If the Brahman be in part 
qualityless and in part associated with qualities, then it would in 
part be omniscient only in certain parts of itself. Again, if tho pure 
unassociated Brahman be regarded as omniscient, then there would 
be one Brahman associated with omniscience and other qualities 
and another Brahman associated with matter and soul, and the 
doctrine of qualified monism would thus break down. The pure 
Brahman being outside the souls and matter, these two would be 
without a controller inside them and would thus be independent of 
God. Moreover, God in this view would be in certain parts as- 
sociated with the highest and purest qualities and in other parts 
with the defiled characters of the material world and the imperfect 
souls. In the other alternative, i.e. if Brahman as associated with 
matter and souls be the ultimate substance which is qualified with 
matter and souls, then there would be two composite entities and 
not one, and God will as before be associated with two opposite 
sets of pure and impure qualities. Again, if God be admitted to be 
a composite unity and if inattelr and souls which are regarded as 
mutually distinct and different are admitted to be constituents of 
Him though He is differ^t in nature from them, it is difficult to 
imagine how under the circumstances those constituents can be at 
once one with God and yet different from Him^ 

In the Nimbarka view Sri Krsna is the Lord, the ultimate 
Brahman and He is the support of the universe consisting of the 
souls and matter which are derivative parts of Him and are abso- 
lutely under His contn^l and thus have a dependent existence only 
(para-tantra-sattva), Kntities that have dependent existence are of 
two kinds, the souls which, though they pass through apparent 

* Par^i‘pakfa-gtri^vajra, p. 342. 
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birth and death, are yet eternal in their nature and the substance of 
the corporeal structure that supports them, the matter. The scrip- 
tural texts that speak of duality refer to this duality that subsists 
between the ultimate substance, the Brahman, which alone has the 
independent existence, and souls and matter which have only a de- 
pendent existence. I'hc scrif>tural texts that deny duality refer to 
the ultimate entity which has independent existence which forms 
the common ground and basis of all kinds of existence. The texts 
that try to refer to Brahman by negations {ne'ti, ne'ti) signify how 
Brahman is dilTerent from all other things, or, in other words, how 
Brahman is diiferenl from matter and the souls which are liiiriteJ 
by material conditions^ Brahman is thus the absolute Being, the 
abode of all good and noble qualities, which is different from all 
entities having only dependent existence. The monistic texts refer 
ro the fact, as has already been noted, that the world of matter and 
the infinite number of souls having but dependent existence cannot 
exist independent of God {tad-aprthak-siddha) and are, in that sense, 
one with I liin. d’hey also have the essence of their being in Brahman 
{brahmd-tmatva)y arc pervaded through and through by it (tad- 
vyapyatva), arc supported in it and held in it and are always being 
completely controlled and dominated by it^. Just as all individual 
objects, a jug, a s^»ne, etc., may be said to have substantiality 
(dravyatva) pcrnicMling througli them by virtue of their being sub- 
stances, so the souls and the matter may be called God by virtue 
of the fact that God permeates ihn)ugh them as their inner essence. 
But just as none of these individual objects can be regarded as sub- 
stance pf^r 5, , so the souls and scatter cannot also be identified with 
Go(i as being one with Hirn^. 

'riic Bluiskarites are wrong in asserting that the individuals are 
false inasmuch as they haw only a false appearance through the 

‘ vastutas tu ne'ti ne'titi nanhhvt'w: ptakrta-sthula-suksmatvarn-di-dharmavat 
jada - ijdstu - tad - avticf himia - junt ’iKt'iu ' I'Uuksdnam hrahmc ti pratipddyate. 
Para-paksd-giri-vajra^ p. .m7- 

- tayos ca hKihmd-tinukati ^^'^un-niydmytitva-tad-i'ydpyatva-tad-adhlna- 
sattvn-tad-ddheyaiva'di-yo^enu tad-^pi ihiik^siddhatvat abhcdo*pi svabhdt'ikah. 
Ibid. p. 355. 

* yathd ffhfito dravyam, prthiul-dravyam ity-ddau druiA'atvd-vacchinnena saha 
Shatatx)d-vacchirt)ui-prthtmtvd-vacchinfwyoh sdmdnddhikfiranyam mukhyam eva 
visesusyii sdmdnyd-bJijnrKjtvu-niynmdt worn prakyte pi sd^'ajnyd~dy~anantd‘ 
chint\Q^parvnit(i~visesd~vacchinnend*ptirUchintm-sakti~vibhutikena tat^puddrthena 

parti -bhrahimvid svd~tntfika-GCt(ina~cetanui*.d-'i'cicchinyiiyos taJ-atma-rupayos 
tvam-ddi-paddrthayoh ulmdnddtukaranyam mukhyam eva Ihul. pp. 355”35^* 
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limitations {upadhi) imposed upon the pure Brahman. The nature 
of the imposition of Brahman by the so-called conditions is un- 
intelligible. It may mean that the atomic individual is the result of 
the imposition of the conditions on Brahman by which the Brahman 
as a whole appears as the individual soul or by which the Brahman 
is split asunder, and being thus split appears as the individual self 
or the Brahman as qualified by the conditions or that the conditions 
themselves appear as the individuals. The Brahman being homo- 
geneous and unchangeable cannot be split asunder. Even if it can 
be split asunder, the individual selves being the products of such a 
splitting would have a beginning in time and would not thus be 
eternal; and it has to be admitted that on such a view Brahman has 
to be split up into as many infinite parts as there are selves. If it is 
held that the parts of Brahman as limited by the conditions appear 
as individual souls, then Brahman would be subject to all the de- 
fects of the conditions which could so modify it as to resolve it into 
parts for the production of the individual selves. Moreover, owing 
to the shifting nature of the conditions the nature of the selves 
would vary and they might have in this way spontaneous bondage 
and salvation^. If with the shifting of the conditions Brahman also 
shifts, then Brahman would not be partless and all-pervasive. If it 
is held that Brahman in its entirety becomes envisaged by the con- 
ditions, then, on the one hand, there will be no transcendent pure 
Brahman and, on the other, there will be one self in all the different 
bodies. Again, if the individuals are regarded as entirely different 
from Brahman, then the assertion that they are but the product of 
the conditioning of Brahman has to be given up. If it is held that 
the conditions themselves are the individuals, then it becomes a 
materialistic view like that of the Carvakas. Again, it cannot be 
held that the conditions only cover up the natural qualities of 
Brahman such as omniscience, etc., for these being natural quali- 
ties of Brahman cannot be removed. Further questions may arise 
as to whether these natural qualities of Brahman are different from 
Brahman or not, or whether this is a case of difference-in-identity. 
They cannot be absolutely different, for that would be an admission 
of duality. They cannot be identical with Brahman, for then they 


' kin ca upadhau ^acchati sati upadhind svd-vacchinna-brahma~pradeid- 
karfand-yogfU anukfanam upadhi-saffiyukta-pradesa-bhedat kfane kfane bandha- 
tnokfau sydtdm. Para-pakfa-gtri~vajra, p. 357. 
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could not be regarded as qualities of Brahman, If it be its own 
essence, then it cannot be covered up, for in that case Brahman 
would lose all its omniscience. If it is held that it is a case of dif- 
ference-in-identity, then it comes to an acceptance of the Nimbarka 
creed. 

Again, if it is held that the so-called natural qualities of omni- 
science, etc., are also due to conditions, it may be asked whether 
such conditions are different from or identical with Brahman. In 
the latter alternative they would have no capacity to produce any 
plurality in Brahman. In the former alternative, it may be asked 
whether they are moved by themselves into operation or by some 
other entity or by Brahman. The first view Nvould be open to the 
criticism of self-dynarnism, the second to that of a vicious infinite, 
and the third to a vicious circle. Moreover, in this view', Brahman 
being eternal, its dynamism would also be eternal; at no time w^ould 
the conditions cease to operate, and thus there would be no 
emancipation. The conditions cannot be regarded as false, unreal 
or non-existent, for then that would be an acceptance of the 
Nimbarka creed 

It may further be asked whether the conditions are imposed by 
certain caiises or wdiether they are without any cause, in the former 
alternative we have a vicious infinite and in the latter even emanci- 
pated beings may liave further' bondage. Again, it may be asked 
whether the qualities, c.g. omniscience, that belong to Brahman 
pervade the whole of Brahman or whether they belong only to 
particular parts of Brahman. In the former view, if there is entire 
veiling of the qualities of Brahm.m there cannot be any emancipa- 
tion and the w hole field of consciousness being veiled by ignorance 
there is absv^lutc blindness or darkness {jaffad-andhya-prasanga). In 
the second view the omniscience of Brahman being only a quality 
or a part of it the importance of Biahman as a w'hole fails. 

Following the Bhaskara line may be asked whether the em- 
ancipated beings have separate t-xistence or not. If the former 
alternative be admitted, and if aber destruction of the conditions 
the individuals still retain their separate existence then the view 
that differences are created by the conditions has to be given up 
[aupadhika-bheda-vado datta-jaldnjulih sydt). It the distinctness of 
the souls is not preserved in their emancipation, then their very 

' Para-paksa-giri~vajra, p. 3 58. 
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essence is destroyed, and this would almost be the same as the maya 
doctrine of the Sankarites, who hold that the essential nature of 
both God and souls is destructible. 

It is wrong to suppose that individuals are but parts of which a 
structural Brahman is constituted, for in that case, being made up 
of parts, the Brahman would be itself destructible. When the scrip- 
tures speak of the universe and the souls as being but a part of 
Brahman, the main emphasis is on the fact that Brahman is infinite 
and the universe is but too small in comparison with it. It is also 
difficult lo imagine how the minds or the antahkaranas can operate 
as conditions for limiting the nature of the Brahman. How should 
Brahman allow these so-called conditions to mutilate its nature? 
It could not have created these conditions for the production of 
individual souls, for these souls were not in existence before the 
conditions were in existence. Thus the Bhaskara doctrine that the 
concept of distinction and unity of Brahman is due to the operation 
of conditions (aupadhika-bhedabheda-vada) is entirely false. 

According to the Nimbarka view, therefore, the unity and dif- 
ference that exist between the individuals and Brahman is natural 
{svdbhdvika) and not due to conditions {aupadhika) as in the case of 
Bhaskara. The coiling posture {kundala) of a snake is different from 
the long snake as it is in itself and is yet identical with it in the 
sense that the coiling posture is an effect; it is dependent and under 
the absolute control of the snake as it is and it has no separate ex- 
istence from the nature of the snake as it is. The coiled state of the 
snake exists in the elongated state but only in an undifferentiated, 
unperceivable way; and is nothing but the snake by which it is 
pervaded through and through and supported in its entirety. So 
this universe of matter and souls is also in one aspect absolutely 
identical with God, being supported entirely by Him, pervaded 
through and through by Him and entirely dependent on Him, and 
yet in another aspect different from Him in all its visible manifesta- 
tions and operations h The other analogy through which the Nim- 
barkists try to explain the situation is that of the sun and its rays which 
are at once one with it and are also perceived as different from it. 

^ yathd kundald-vasthd-pannasya aheh kundalam vyaktd-pannctvdt pratyak^a- 
pramdna-gocaram tad~hhedasya srdbhdvikult at lambdyamdnd-vasthuydfn iu sarpd- 
yatd-vacchinna-svarupena kundalasya tatra satlve'pi avyakta-ndma^rUpatd-pattyd 
pratyahfd-gocaratvam sari d-tmakat-ua-tnd-ddheyatva-tad-vydpyatvd-dina tad- 
aprthak-siddhatvdd ahheda^ya -n svibhdvikatvam. Para~pakfa~g:ri-vajra, p. 361. 
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The difference of this view from that of the Ramanujists is that 
while the latter consider that the souls and the matter qualify the 
nature of Brahman and are in that sense one with it, the former 
repudiate the concept of a permanent modification of the nature of 
Brahman by the souls and matter. 

The Reality of the World. 

The Sahkarites hold that if the world which is of the nature of 
effect were real it would not be liable to contradiction at the time 
of Brahma-knowledge ; if it were chimerical it would not appear to 
our sense. The world, however, appears to our senses and is ulti- 
mately liable to contradiction; it has therefore an indefinable 
{anirvacaniya) nature which is the same thing as saying that the 
world is false^. But what is the meaning of this indefinability? 
It cannot mean the absolutely non-existent, like the chimerical 
entities of the hare’s horn; it cannot mean that which is abso- 
lutely non-existent, for then it would be the souls. But all things 
must be either existent or non-existent, for there is no third 
category which is different from the existent and the non-existent. 
It cannot also be that of which no definition can be given, for it has 
already been defined as indefinability (na'pi nirvacand-narhattvam 
anenaVva nirucyamdnatayd asambhavdt). It cannot be said to be 
that which is not the locus of non-existence, for even the chi- 
mericals are not so, and even Brahman, which is regarded as ex- 
istent and which is absolutely qoalityless, is not the locus of any 
real existence; for Brahman is only existent in its own nature and 
is not the locus of any other existence. If it is said that Brahman is 
the locus cd the existence of false appearances, then that may be 
said to be true as well of the so-called indefinable. Brahman is not 
the locus of any existence that has the same status as itself. It can- 
not be defined as that which is not the locus of either the existent 
or the non-existent, for there nothing which is the locus of 
al)solutc non-existence, since even the chimerical is not the locus 
of its own non-existence. Moreover, since Brahman and the 
chimerical have the quality of being qualitylcss, they may them- 
selves be regarded as the locus of that which is both existent and 

* asac cen na prutJyate sac cen na vadhyatt', prattyate vaAhyate ca atah sad- 
asad-vilahsanam hy anirracantyam eva abhyupagantavyam Para-pak^a-giri-vajra, 
P. 384- 
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non-existent, and as such may themselves be regarded as in- 
definable. 

It cannot also be said that indefinability is that of which no 
sufficient description can be given that “this is such’* or that “this 
is not such,” for no such sufficient description can be given of 
Brahman itself. There would thus be little ditference between 
Brahman and the indefinable. If it is held that “the indefinable” 
is that regarding the existence of which no evidence can be put 
forward, then the same may be said about Brahman, because the 
Brahman being the conccptless pure essence, it is not possible to 
prove its existence by any proof. 

Again, when it is said that the indefinable is that which is neither 
existent nor non-existent, the meaning of the two terms “existence ” 
and “non-existence” becomes somewhat unintelligible. For “ex- 
istence” cannot mean only “being” as a class concept, for such a 
concept does not exist either in Brahman or in the world-appearance. 
Existence cannot be defined as causal efficiency {artha-kriyd- 
kdritva), nor as that wffiich is never contradicted; nor non-existence 
as that which is contradicted, for the world-appearance which 
liable to contradiction is not supposed to be non-existent; it is said 
to be that which is neither existent nor non-existent. Existence and 
non-existence cannot also be defined as that which can or cannot 
be proved, for Brahman is an entity wdiich is neither proved nor 
unproved. Moreover, the world-appearance cannot be said to be 
that which is different from all that which can be called “existent ” 
or “non-existent,” for it is admitted to have a practical existence 
{yyavahdrika-sattd). Again, it cannot be urged that if the nature of 
anything cannot be properly defined as existent or non-existent 
that it signifies that such an^ntity must be w'holly unreal (avdstava). 
If a thing is not properly describable as existent or non-existent, 
that does not imply that it is unreal. The nature of the final dis- 
solution of avidyd cannot be described as existent or not, but that 
does not imply that such a dissolution is itself unreal and inde- 
finable {nd'nirvdcyasca tat-ksayah). 

Again, from the simple assertion that the world is liable to 
dissolution through knowledge, its falsity does not necessarily 
follow. It is w rong to suppose that knowledge destroys only false 
ignorance, for knowledge destroys its own negation which has a 
content similar to that it.-elf; the knowledge of one thing, say 
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that of a jug, is removed by the knowledge of another, the sub- 
conscious impression is removed by recognition, attachment is 
removed by the knowledge of the defects of all worldly things and 
so also virtuous actions destroy sins. In the case under discussion 
also it may well be supposed that it is not merely the knowledge of 
Brahman but meditation of its nature that removes al! false notions 
about the world. 'Flius, even if the bondage is real, there cannot be 
any objection that it cannot be cut asunder through the meditation 
of the nature of Brahman if the scriptures so direct. It does not 
follow from any legitimate assumption that what can be cut asunder 
or removed must necessarily be false. Again, it is well known in 
experience that what demolishes and what is demolished have the 
same status of existence; if the knowledge of Brahman can destroy 
our outlook of the world, that outlook must also be a real and true 
one. As the knowledge and the object of knowledge have the same 
status, the defects, as also the locus wlierein the defects are im- 
posed, have the same status; the Brahman and the ajndna also have 
the same status and both are ecpially real. 

Further, if what is called ajmina is merely false knowledge, then 
even when it is removed by the realization, tliere is no reason w^hy 
it should still persist in the .stage oi jh anmukti or sainthood. The 
mere fact, therefore, that anything is removable by knowledge docs 
not prove its falsity but only its aniag(;nism to knowledge. So the 
world is real and the bondage also is real. The bondage is removed 
not by any kind of knowledge but by the grace of Godh The func- 
tion of true knowledge is to awaken (k)d to exert His grace to cut 
asundi'r tlie kntits of bondage. 

Again, all the scriptures agree in holding that the world we ^ee 
around us is being protected and maintained by God. If the world 
were but a mere false appearance, there would be no meaning in 
saying that it is being maintaim il hy (;cd. For know^ing the world- 
appearance to be false. He Wi>uU! lof be tempted to make any effort 
for the protection and maintena!.' e ot that which is false and unreal. 
If God Himself is admitted to lx under the inffucnce of ignorance, 
He cannot be entitled to be called God at all. 

Pursuing the old dialectical type of reasoning, Madhava 
Mukunda urges that the sort of falsehood that is asserted of the 

‘ vnstutas tu bhafiarat-prasadad eva bundha-mi r^tir na prakdra ntarena, 
Para-paksa-gin-vajni^ p. 388. 
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world can never be proved or demonstrated. One of the reasons 
that is adduced in favour of the falsity of the world is that it is 
knowable or the object of an intellectual state {drsya). But if the 
Vedantic texts refer to the nature of Brahman, the due compre- 
hension and realization of the meaning of such texts must involve 
the concept of the nature of Brahman as its object, and thus Brah- 
man itself would be the object of an intellectual state and therefore 
false. If it is urged that the Brahman can be the object of an in- 
tellectual state only in a conditioned form and that the conditioned 
Brahman is admitted to be false, then the reply is that since the 
Brahman in its pure form can never manifest itself its purity cannot 
be proved. If the Brahman does not express itself in its purity 
through an ideational state corresponding to scriptural texts de- 
scribing the nature of Brahman, then it is not self-luminous ; if it 
is expressed through such a state, then being expressible through 
a mental state it is false. It cannot also be said that since all that is 
impure is known to be non-self-luminous it follows that all that is 
pure is self-luminous, for the pure being absolutely unrelationed 
cannot be referred to or known by way of a negative concomitance. 
Thus the impure is known only in itself as a positive entity and not 
as the opposite of the pure, for such a knowledge would imply the 
knowledge of purity. If, therefore, the predicate of self-luminosity 
is not denied of impurity as an opposite of “ purity,*’ the predicate 
of self-luminosity cannot also be affirmed of “purity.” Moreover, 
if the pure Brahman is never intelligibly realizable, then there 
would be no emancipation, or there would be an emancipation only 
with the conditioned Brahman, 

Moreover, if all objects are regaided as illusory impositions on 
pure Brahman, then in the comprehension of these objects the pure 
Brahman must also be comprehended. The scriptures also say: 
“Brahman is to be perceived with the mind and with the keen 
intellect” {manasaVvd'nudrastavyam. . .drsyate tvagrayd buddhya). 
There are also scriptural passages which say that it is the pure 
Brahman which is the object of meditation {tarn pasyati niskalam 
dhydyamdnam). 

Again, if perceivability or intelligibility determining ralsehood 
is defined as relationing with consciousness, then since pure con- 
sciousness is supposed to have a relationing through illusion it also 
is liable to the charge of being perceivable. In this connection it is 
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difficult to conceive how Brahman, which has no opposition to 
(gnana^ can have an opposing influence against it when it is in con- 
junction with a mental state or vrtti. Instead of such an assumption 
it might as well be assumed that the object itself acquires an op- 
posing influence to its own ignorance when it is in association with 
a mental state having the same content as itself. On such a sup- 
position perceivability does not consist in relation with con- 
sciousness as conditioned by mental state, for the conditioning has 
a bearing on the object and not on the consciousness. Thus it may 
well be assumed that an object becomes perceivable by being con- 
ditioned by a mental state of its own content. The assumption that 
the vrtti or the mental state must be reflected on pure consciousness 
is unnecessary, for it may well be assumed that the ignorance is 
removed by the mental state itself. An object comes into awareness 
when it is represented by a mental state, and in order to be aware of 
anything it is not necessary that the mental state, idea or repre- 
sentation should be reflected in consciousness. Again, if Brahman 
cannot be its own object, it cannot also be termed self-luminous. 
For self-luminous means that it is manifest to itself independently, 
and this involves the implication that the Brahman is an object to 
itself. If that which is not an object to itself can be called self- 
luminous, then even material objects can be called self-luminous. 
Moreover, in the differenceless Brahman there cannot be any im- 
mediacy or self-luminousness apart from its nature (nirvtsese 
brahmani svarupa-bhinna-paroksasya abhdvena). 

In the monistic view the self is regarded as pure knowledge 
which has neither a subject nor an object. But that which is subject- 
less and object-less can hardly be called knowledge, for knowledge 
is that which manifests objects. If that which does not manifest 
objects can be called knowledge, even a jug can be called know- 
ledge. Again, the question naturally arises whether, if knowledge 
be regarded as identical with the self, such knowledge is valid or 
invalid ; if it be valid, then the ajmna which shines through it should 
also be valid, and if it be invalid, then that must be due to some 
defects and there are no such defects in the self. If it is neither false 
nor right knowledge, it would not be knowledge at all. Again, if the 
world-appearance is an illusion, then it must be an imposition on 
the Brahman. If Brahman be the basis {adhisthana) of the illusory 
imposition, then it must be an entity that is known in a general 
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manner but not in its details. But Brahman is not an entity of 
which we can have either any general or specific knowledge. 
Brahman cannot therefore be regarded as the basis of the im- 
position of any illusion. In this connection it has further to be 
borne in mind that if the world were non-existent then it could not 
have appeared in consciousness; the chimerical entities are never 
perceived by anyone. The argument that even the illusory snake 
can produce real fear is invalid, for it is not the illusory snake that 
produces fear but the real knowledge of snakes that produces it. The 
child is not afraid of handling even a real snake, for it has no know- 
ledge of snakes and their injurious character. Even dreams are to 
be regarded as real creation by God and not illusory impositions. 
The argument that they are false since they can only be perceived 
by the dreamer and not by others who are near him is invalid, for 
even the feelings and ideas felt or known by a person cannot be 
perceived by others who are near him^. 

The world is thus not an illusory imposition on the pure 
Brahman, but a real transformation of the varied powers of God. 
The difference of this view from that of Sarnkhya is that while the 
Sarrikhya believes in the transformation of certain primary entities 
in their entirety, the Nimbiirkists believe in the transformation of 
the various powers of God. God Himself remains unchanged and 
unmodified, and it is only His powers that suffer modification and 
thereby produce the visible world^. 

'Fhe explanation that the world is produced through the re- 
flection of Brahman in maya or by its limitation through it is in- 
valid, for since the mayd is an entity of an entirely different order, 
there cannot be any reflection of Brahman in it or a limitation by it. 
It is not possible to bind down a thief with a dream-rope. 

Vanamall Misra. 

Vanamah Misra, a native of Triyaga, a village within two miles 
of Brindavan, of Bharadvaja lineage, in his Vedanta-siddhanfa- 
samgrahay called also .^ruti-siddhanta-samgraha, gives some of the 
important tenets of the Nimbiirka school. 'Fhe work is written in 
the form of Kdrikds and a commentary on it and is based on the 
commentary on the Brahma-sutra by Nimbaika and other com- 
mentaries on it. 

* Para-pak^a-giri-T p- 420 


^ Ibid. p. 429. 
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He regards sorrow as being due to attachment to things that are 
outside one’s own self, and the opposite of it as happiness^. All 
actions performed with a view to securing any selfish end, all per- 
formance of actions prohibited by Vedic injunctions and non- 
performance of duties rendered obligatory by Vedas produce sins. 
'1 he opposite of this and all such actions as may please God are 
regarded as producing virtue. It is the power of God which is at the 
root of all virtue and vice which operates by veiling the qualities 
of God to us. This nescience {avidya) is real and positive and 
different in different individuals. It produces the error or illusion 
which consists in regarding a thing as v/hat it is not; and it is this 
false ki'iowledge that is the cause of rebirth-^. This avidya is dif- 
ferent with different individuals. It is through this aridvu that one 
gets attached to one’s pos.session as “mine” and has also the false 
experience of individual freedom. In reality all one’s actions are 
due to God, and when a person realizes this he ceases to have any 
attachment to anything and does not look forward for the fruits of 
his deeds. The aridyd produces the mind and its experiences of 
sorrows and pleasures; it also produces the false attachment by 
which the s(‘lf regards the experiences as its own and ceases to realize 
its own nature as pure knowledge and bliss. Only the ridehi-muktas 
enjoy this .state; 1 u«>^e in the state or sainthood enjoy it 

only to a partial extent. 1 1 is on .k count of attachments produced by 
ignorance that man is stirred to be led by the wnll of God. But as 
the ignmance is a true ignorance, so the experience of sorrow is also 
a ti ue experience. All our rebirt l)s are due to our actions performed 
agani'^t the inandales of the \ edas or for the fulfilment of (nir 
desires'*. 1 lie puiitv of the soul is attained by the reali/alion of the 
idea that all our actions ate Induced by (iod and that the performer 
has no independence in anvtiung. When a person leels that it is 
through fal.se association with •thcr things, and by considering 
oneself as the real independent agcoit that one gets into trouble, one 
naturally loses all interest in lone’s actions and experience of 

^ Sfuti~‘iiddhdu!.i-\iifuiir(iha, i g, 10, ii. 

- pr/iti-}r'(im vihhitnu: syat sutyfi ca bhiiia-rupinl i a~tasmims tad~dhiyo hetiir 
ntddnam jti u-snmsf tau. ; Ihid. 1 15. 

® a/ah kamyam tusuidharn la dulikh-fivi/am tyajed hudhah ^rutt-siddhanta- 
suniffraha, i. (i^. Aci'oidinp to Vanamjli Misra at death a person goes to Heaven 
or to Hell according to his deeds and then after OTijoyinj! the fruits of his actions 
or suffering therefrom he is born as plants and then as i ^wer animals, then as 
Yavanas or mlecchas and then in lower castts and finally as Brahmins. 
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pleasure and pain, and regards all objects as being invested with 
harmful defects. It is this disinclination or detachment that pleases 
God. The process of attaining devotion is also described in the- 
scriptures as listening to the Upanisads (sravana), realizing their 
meaning with logical persuasion {manana), and continual medita- 
tion on the nature of God as an unceasing flow {nididhyasand)^. 
The last can come only as a result of the first two; for meditation 
involves a direct realization which is not possible without the per- 
formance of sravana and manana. It is only through the purifica- 
tion of the mind by the above processes that God is pleased 
and makes Himself directly intuited (aparoksa) by the devotee, just 
as one can intuit the musical melodies and tunes through musical 
discipline. This direct intuition is of the very nature of one’s own 
self. For at this stage one has no functioning of the mind. The 
destruction of experiential knowledge is identical with the intuition 
of God. This stage therefore implies the annihilation of avidya or 
the mind^. It is in this way that the nature of God as bliss is 
realized by man in his state of supreme emancipation; but even then 
it is not possible for him to know all the qualities of God, for c\eii 
God Himself does not know all His qualities. Such an emancipa- 
tion can be realized only through the grace of God. In the state of 
emancipation, man exists in God just as the fish swims about in the 
ocean. God creates because of the spontaneity of His grace and not 
in order to increase His grace; so also emancipated souls dally in 
God out of the spontaneity of their essence as bliss and not in order 
to increase their bliss The nature of God is always within us, and 
it is only when it is directly intuited that we can attain salvation. 
Some people attain emancipation in this world while others attain 
it in the upper worlds through which they pass as a result of their 
deeds. But emancipation of all kinds may be defined as the ex- 
istence of man in his own nature as a result of the destruction of 
nescience^, jivanmuktas or saints are those whose avidya has 

‘ anya-rtha-vtsayah puro hrahmd-kdra’-dhiydm sadd 

nididhydsana-sahdd-rtho jdyate sudhiydm hi sah. 

Sruti-siddhanta-samgraha, i!. 13. 

* brahma-gocarasya veddnta-vdsita-mavan utpannasya d-parokfyosya yah 
prdga-bhavah tasya abhdvo dh amso jndrta-tad~dhvamsd-nyatara~rupo jndna~ 
brahmanah sambandhah, samidfa-dasaydm ndsti. Ibid. ii. 19. 

* anando-drekato vifnoryathd srstyd-di-ceftanam. 

tathd mukta-citdm kridd na tv ananda^vivrddhaye. Ibid. 11. 37. 

* sva^rupena sthitir muktir ajhdna-dhvamm-piirvakam {Ibid ii. 58). This 
mukti can be of four kind« *’;7upya, i.e the sarr:e external ferm as Kf^na; 
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been destroyed, but who have still to suffer the effects of their 
piorabdha karma. The realization of God can destroy the sancita 
and kfiyamana karma^ i.e. previously collected karma and those 
that are performed in the present life, but not the prarabdha karma^ 
i.e. the karma that is already in a state of fruition. 

It is wrong to suppose that the attainment of a state of bliss can 
be desired by any person ; the state desired can only be one in which 
a person enjoys unobstructed bliss^. In a state of deep dreamless 
sleep one can enjoy a little bliss, but not the full bliss, as the 
maydvadtns hold. There is but little difference between the rndyd- 
vadins and the Buddhists; the difference is only in the mode of 
expression ^ 

The self is regarded as atomic, but its existence is definitely 
proved by the notion of the ego {aham-pratyayavedya) who enjoys 
all his experiences. Even though he may be dependent upon God, 
yet he is a real and active agent who works through the influence of 
avidya. The existence of the self is also proved by the continuity 
of experiences through all stages of life. The self-love manifested 
in all beings for selfish ends also shows that each person feels a self 
or soul within himself and that this self is also different in different 
individuals. The difference between jtva and tsvara is that the 
former is of little power and little knowledge and always dependent, 
and the latter is omniscient, omnipotent and independent; He 
makes the jivas work or assert their supposed independence by His 
az)idyd-pov/er. The jivas are thus different from God, but as they 
exist in Him at the time of emancipation and as all their actions are 
guided by the avtdyd-power of God, they are regarded also as being 


sdlokya, i.e. existence in the same sphere as God; sdyujya, as being merged in 
God; sdmJpya, as existence in proximity to God as associated with a particular 
form of Him. The merging in God called sdyujya should not be regarded as being 
unified with God. This merging is like the animals roaming in the forest. The 
emancipated beings are different from (iod, but exist in Him {evam muktvd 
harer bhinna ramante tatra modatah xlbid ii. 6t). They can thus come out of 
God also, and we hear of them as cr.tci ing m succession the bodies of Aniruddha, 
Pradyumna, Samkar$ana and Vasudeva Such emancipated beings are not 
associated with the creation and destruction of the worlds, but remain the same 
in spite of all cosmic changes. They are like the being of Svetadvlpa referred to in 
the Narayanlya section of the Mahdbhdrata. But they arc still always under the 
control of God and do not suffer any sorrow on account of such control. 

^ purusd-rtham sukhitvam hi na tv dnanda-svarupata. $rufi-stddhdnta- 
samgrahat li. 96. 

• meyato na i'iseso*-sti mdyi-saugatayor matt' 

bhangl-mdtra-bhtdd tu sydt ekasmtnn apt dar^ane. Ibid. n. 136. 
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one with Him. The mind of the individual being a creation of God’s 
avidya, all His world experience is also due to God’s activity. In His 
own nature as self the jivas, the individuals, have the revelation of 
God’s nature which is pure bliss. The existence of individuals in 
their own essential nature is therefore regarded as a state of salva- 
tion. The individuals in their essential nature are therefore of the 
nature of sat, cit and ananda, and though atomic they can enjoy the 
experiences all over the body through their internal functioning 
just as a lamp illuminates the whole room by rays. The experience 
of sorrow also is possible through the expansion or dilatation of the 
mind {antah-karana) through the various parts of the body and by 
means of the help of avidya by which jwa wrongly identifies 
himself with other objects. As the relation of the self with other 
objects takes place through the antah-karana of each person the 
sphere of experience of each of the jlvas is limited by the functioning 
of his own antah-karana. 'Fhe antah-karana is different in different 
persons. 

I'he XJpanisads speak of God as the all {sarvam khulr'idayn 
Brahma), and this is due to the fact that He perv^ades all things and 
controls all things. It means that the souls arc dependent on Him 
or maintained in Him {tad-adharatva), but it docs not mean their 
identity v^ith Him. (]od is Himself able to create all things by 
Himself; but for His pleasure, for His mere sportive dalliance, He 
takes the help of prakrti and the destiny born out of the deeds of 
human beings as His accessories. 'Though God makes all persons 
act in the manner in which they do act, yet His directive control is 
regulated in accordance with the adrsta or the destiny of the human 
beings w Inch is beginningless. 'The theory of karma doctrine herein 
suggested is dilferent from that propounded by Pataniali. According 
to Patanjali and his commentators, the fruits of the deeds, i.e. 
pleasure or pain, are enjoyed by the persons while they an; free to 
act by themselves. Here, however, the freedom of the iruhviduals is 
controlled and limited by f^>od in accordance w'ith the previous 
good or bad deeds of the individual, which are beginningless. 'Thus 
in our ordinary life not only our pleasures and pains but also our 
power to do good or bad actions are determined by previous deeds 
and the consequent control of (jod. 



CHAPTER XXII 


THE PHILOSOPHY OF \TJ5IANA BHIKRU 

A General Idea of Vijnana Bhiksu's Philosophy. 

'I’ HE ultimate goal is not the cessation of sorrow, but the cessation 
of the experience of sorrow; for when in the state of emancipation 
one ceases to experience sorrow, the sorrow as such is not emanci- 
pated since it remains in the world and others suffer from it. It is 
only the emancipated individual who ceases to experience sorrow. 
I'he ultimate state of emancipation cannot be a state of bliss, for 
sin :e there are no mental organs and no mind in this state there 
cannot be any experience of bliss. The self cannot itself be of the 
nature of bliss and be at the same time the experiencer of it. When 
it is said that self is of the nature of bliss {ananda), the word bliss is 
there used in a technical sense of negation of sorrow. 

Hhiksu admits a gradation of realities. He holds that one is 
stabler and more real than ihe other. Since paramatmd is always 
the same and does not undergo any change or transformation or 
dissolulitiii, he is more real than the prakrti or purusa or the evolutes 
of prakrti. 'Phis idea has also hceii expressed in the view of the 
Puranas that the ultimate essence of the world is of the nature of 
knowledge which is the form of the pararnatman. It is in this 
essential form that the world is n garded as ultimately real and not 
as prakrti and purusa which are changing forms; prakrti, so far as 
it exists as a j}olential power in (hnl, is regarded as non-existent but 
so far as it manifests itself tiirough evolutionary changes it is re- 
garded as existent. 'The state of emancipation is brought about by 
the dissociation of the subtle bodv consisting of the five tammdtras 
and the eleven senses. Conse:jueuL upon such a dissociation the 
self as pure consciousness is metged in Brahman as the rivers 
mingle with the ocean, a state not one of identity but identity-in- 
ditTerence. According to the Samkhya, emancipation cannot be at- 
tained until the fruits of the karmas which have ripened for giving 
experiences of pleasure and pain are actually exhausted through 
experiencing them, i.e. even when ignorance or aridya is destroyed 
the attainment of the emancipation is tielayed until the prdrahdha 
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karma is finished. The Yogin, however, can enter into an objectless 
state of meditation (asamprajndta yoga) and this wards off the pos- 
sibility of experiencing the prarabdha karma. From the state of 
asamprajndta samddhi he can at will pass into a state of emancipa- 
tion. The state of emancipation is reached not merely by realizing 
the purport of the text of the Upanisads but by philosophic wisdom 
attained through a reasoned process of thought and by the suc- 
cessive stages of Yoga meditation. 

The world does not emanate directly from Brahman as pure 
consciousness, nor are the kdla^ prakrti and purusa derived from 
Brahman through transformatory changes {parindma). Had the 
world come into being directly from Brahman, evil and sins nould 
have been regarded as coming into being from it. With the associa- 
tion of sattva through the beginningless will of God at the beginning 
of the previous cycles the Brahman behaves as Isvara and brings 
into actual being the prakrti and the purusa which arc already 
potentially existent in God, and connects the prakrti with the 
purusa. The moment of God*s activity in bringing out the prakrti 
and purusa may be regarded as kdla. In this sense kdla is often 
regarded as the dynamic agency of God. Though /)Mrw5as in them- 
selves are absolutely static, yet they have a seeming movement as 
they are always associated with prakrti, which is ever in a state 
of movement, kdla as the dynamic agency of God is naturally 
associated with the movement of prakrti, for both the prakrti and 
xht purusa are in themselves passive and are rendered active by the 
dynamic agency of God, This dynamic agency is otherwise called 
kdla, and as such it is an eternal power existing in Brahman, like 
the prakrti and purusa. In all other forms of actual existence kdla 
is determinate and conditiwied, and as such non-etcrnal and to 
some extent imaginary. It is only as the eternal power that sub- 
sists in and through all the operations of dynamic activity that kdla 
may be called eternal. The kdla that produces the connccti(^n of the 
prakrti and the purusa and also produces the mahat is non-eternal 
and therefore does not exist at the time of pralaya when no such 
connection exists. The reason for this is that the kdla that produces 
the connection between prakrti and purusa is a determinate kdla 
which is conditioned, on the one hand by the w'ill of God, and, on 
the other, by the effects it produces It is this licterminatc kdla that 
can be designated as pn^sciij^, past and future. But the terms pre- 
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sent, past and future imply an evolutionary change and such a 
change implies activity; it is this activity as dissociated from the 
manifest forms of kola as present, past and future that can be re- 
garded as eternaP. 

I he reference to the Atharva^Veda^ as noted below in the 
footnote, will show how the conception of time in very ancient 
eras reveals “time” as a separate entity or energy which has 
brought everj^thing into being, maintains it, and destroys every- 
thing. The God, puramesthin Brahman or prajdpati is said to be 
derived from it. In the Maitri Upanisad we also hear of the con- 
ception of kdla or time as akdla or timeless. The timeless time is the 
primordial time which is only the pure energy unmeasured and 
immeasurable. It appears in a measurable form when, after the 
production of the sun from it, it is measured in terms of the move- 
ment of the sun. The entire course of natural phenomena is thus 
seen to be an emanation or manifestation of the energy of time 
undirected by any other superintendent. Such a conception of 
time seems to be of an atheistic character, for even the highest 
gods, the paramesthin and the prajdpati, are said to be produced 
from it. 

In the first chapter of the anusdsana parvan of the Mahdbhdrata 
there is a dialogue between Gautami, whose son was bitten by a 
serpent, the hunter who w'as pressing for killing the serpent, the 
serpent, the mrtyu or death and kdla. It appears from the dialogue 
that time is not only the propeller of all events by itself but all states 
of sattva, rajas and tamas, all that is moving and the unmoved in the 
heaven and in the earth, all our movements and cessation of move- 
ments, the sun, the moon, the waters, the fire, the sky, the earth, 
the rivers, the oceans and all that is being or not being are of the 

' Atharva-Veda, xix. 54. In the Athirva-Veda time is regarded as a gener- 
ator of the sky and the earth and all beings exist through time. Tapas and 
Brahman exist in time and time is the god of all. Time produced all creatures. 
The universe has been set in motion by time, has been produced by it and 
is supported in it. 'Fiine becoming Brahman supports paramesthin. In the 
Svetdivatara Upanisad time is regarded as being held by the sun as the 
ultimate cause. In the Maim Upanisad, vi. 14, it is said that from time all 
creatures spring, grow and decay Time is a formless form {kdldt sravanti 
hhatdni, kdldt vrddhim praydnti ca. | kale cd'stam myacchanti kdlo mUrtir 
amGrtimdn). 

It is again stated in the same work that there are two forms of Brahman, 
Time and no-Time. 

• That which is before the sun is no-Time and is devoid of parts, and that 
which is after the sun is Time with parts. 
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nature of time and brought into being by time and dissolved in 
time. Time is thus the original cause. Time, however, operates in 
accordance with the laws of karma; there is thus the beginningless 
relation between time and karma which determines the courses of 
all events. Karma in itself is also a product of time and as such de- 
termines the future modes of the operation of time. Here we have 
an instance of the second stage, the conception of time as the trans- 
cendental and immanent cause of all things. Here time is guided 
by karma. In the third stage of the conception of time, which is 
found in the pur anas and also adopted by Bhiksu, it is regarded as 
the eternal dynamic power inherent in Brahman and brought into 
operation by the will of God^. 

The w'ord purusa is often used in the scriptural text in the 
singular number, but that signifies only that it is used in a generic 
sense, cf. Sainkhya-sutra^ i. 154 {nd^ dvaita-sruti-virodho jdti- 
paratvdt'f. The difference between the superior or God and 
the ordinary purusas is that while the latter are subject to ex- 
periences of pleasure and pain as a result of the actions or karma, 
the former has an eternal and continual experience of bliss tlirough 
its reflection from its sattvamaya body to itself. The ordinary 
purusas, however, have not the experience of pleasure and pain as 
of constitutive definition, for in the stage of saintliness {jivanmukti) 
they have no such experiences,. God can, however, have an ex- 
perience of the experiences of pleasure and pain of other purusas 
without having been affected by them. The ultimate principle or 
the Brahman is a principle of pure consciousness w^hich underlies 

' In the Ahirbudhnya-samhttd^ the work of the Pancardtra school, niyati 
(destiny) and kala (time) are the two manifestations of the power of trans- 
cendent kdla as arising frfnn amruddha. From this kdla first arises the sattva- 
guna and from that the rajo-guua^nd thence the tamo-guna. 

It is further said that it is time which connects and separates. 'Fhc kdla of 
course in its own turn derives its power from the self-percciving activity \sudar^ 
Sana) of Visnu. That the prakrti transforms itself into its evolutes is also due to the 
dynamic function of kdla. 

The Mathura vrtti on the Sdmkhya-kdrikd, however, refers to the doctiine 
of kdla as the cause of the world [kdlah srjati hhutani, kdlah samharate prajdh 1 
kdlah suptefu jdgarti tasmdt Lulus tu kdranam) and refutes it by sa> ing that there 
is no separate entity as kdla {halo ndma na has cit paddrtho'stt), there are only 
three categories, vyakta^ aryakta and purusa. and kdlu falls within them 
(vyaktam avyaktam purusa ilt itayah e^ a paddrthdh tatra kdla antjrbhutali). 

* The Ahirbudhnya-samhita, however, explains the singular number by the 
concept of a conglomeration of purusa nr a colony of cells, as the honey-comb, 
which behaves as a totality and aho in a multiple capacity as separate cells. 
Ahtrbudhnya-samhitdt vr. 33 
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the reality of both the punisasy prakrti and its evolutes; and it is 
because they are emergent forms which have their essence in the 
Brahman that they can appear as connected together. The move- 
ment of the prakrti is also ultimately due to the spontaneous move- 
ment of the pure consciousness, the basic reality. 

The viveka and the aviveka^ the distinction and the non- 
distinction, are all inherent in buddhi^ and this explains why the 
purusas fail to distinguish themselves from the buddhi with which 
they are associated. The association of the purusas with the buddhi 
implies that it has in it both the characters of distinction and 
non-distinction. The difficulty is that the “revelation of the dis- 
tinction is so opposed by the force of non-distinction that the 
foimer cannot find scope for its manifestation. It is the purpose of 
yoga to weaken the force of the tendency towards non -distinction 
and ultimately uproot it so that revelation of distinction may mani- 
fest itself. Now it may be asked what is the nature of this obstruc- 
tion. It may be replied that it is merely a negative condition con- 
sisting in the non-production of the cognition of the distinction 
through association with the products of prakrti^ such as attach- 
ment and antipathy, through which we are continually passing. 
The Samkhya, however, says that the non-production of the dis- 
tinction is due to the extreme subtleness of the nature of buddhi 
and purusa which so much resemble each other that it is difficult 
to distinguish their nature. But this view of the Sarnkhya should 
not he interpreted as meaning that it is only the subtleness of the 
natures of these two entities that arrests our discriminating kne *v- 
ledge regarding them. For had it been so, then the process of yoga 
would be inefficacious in attaining such a knowledge. The real 
reason is that our association with attachment and antipathy with 
regard to gross objects obstnict.^ our discriminating vision re- 
garding these subtle entities. Our attachment to gross objects is 
also due to our long association widi sense-objects. A philosopher, 
therefore, should try to dissociate himself from attachment with 
gross objects. The whole purpose of creation consists in furnishing 
materials for the experiences of purusa which seems to undergo all 
experiential changes of enjoyment and suffering, of pleasure and 
pain, in and through the medium of buddhi. With the dissociation 
of buddhi^ therefore, all experience ceases. The God is essentially 
pure consciousness, and though the knowledge of Him as such 
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brings about liberation, yet epithets of omnipotence, all-pervasive- 
ness and other personal characteristics are attributed to Him be- 
cause it is through an approach to God as a super-personal Being 
that devotion is possible, and it is through devotion and personal 
attachment that true knowledge can arise. 1.': is said in the scrip- 
tures that God cannot be realized by tapas^ gifts or sacrifices, but 
only by bhakti^. The highest devotion is of the nature of love 
{aityuttamd bhaktih prema-laksand). 

God remains within all as the inner controller and everything 
is revealed to His super-conscioiisness without the mediation of 
sense-consciousness. God is called all-pervasive because He is the 
cause of all and also because He is the inner controller. 

Bhakti consists in the whole process of listening to God’s name, 
describing His virtues, adoration to Him, and meditation ulti- 
mately leading to true knowledge. These are all to be designated 
as the service of God. These processes of operations constituting 
bhakti are all to be performed with love. Bhiksu quotes Garuda 
purdna to prove that the root **bhaj'' is used in the sense of service. 
He also refers to the Bhagavata to show that the true bhakti is 
associated with an emotion which brings tears to the eyes, melts the 
heart and raises the hairs of the body. Through the emotion of 
bhakti one dissolves oneself as it were and merges into God’s 
existence, just as the river Ganges does into the ocean. 

It will be seen from the above that Bhiksu urges on the doctrine 
of bhakti as love, as a way to the highest realization. The meta- 
physical views that he propounded give but small scope for the 
indulgence of such an attitude towards divinity. For, if the Ulti- 
mate Reality be of the nature of pure consciousness, we cannot have 
any personal relations with such a Being. The ultimate state of 
realization is also the entrance into a state of non-difference with 
this Ultimate Being, who is not Himself a person, and therefore no 
personal relations ought to be possible with Him. In the Vijhdna- 
mrta-bhdsya^ iv. i. 3, Bhiksu says that at the time of dissolution or 
emancipation the individuals are not associated with any content of 
knowledge, and are therefore devoid of any consciousness, and 
being of the nature of unconscious entities like wood or stone they 

^ ahai/i prakrfpahi bhaktito'anyaifi sddhanaih drofputft na 

iakyith, bhaktir ^}a hevald mad-dariane sadhanam. 
tivara-glid^nkd (MS. borrowed from N. N. GoplnStha KavirSja, late 

Principal, Queen’s College, Benares). 
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enter into the all-illuminating great Soul just as rivers enter into the 
ocean. Again, it is this great Soul that out of its own will sends 
them forth like sparks of fire and distinguishes them from one 
another and goads them to action^. This great Soul or paramdtman 
is the inner-controller and mover of our selves. But it may be re- 
membered that this great Soul is not also the Ultimate Principle, 
the pure consciousness, but is the manifestation of the pure con- 
sciousness in association with the sattvamaya body. Under the 
circumstances the metaphysical position does not allow of any per- 
sonal relation between the human beings and the Ultimate Entity. 
But yet the personal relation with the divinity as the ultimate con- 
sciousness not being philosophically possible, that relation is 
ushered in more out of a thcistic tendency of Bhiksu than as a 
necessary natural conclusion. The theistic relation is also conceived 
ill a mystical fashion in the indulgence of the emotions of love 
rising to a state of intoxication. Such a conception of Divine love 
is found in the Bhdgavala-purdna\ and later on in the school of 
Vaisnavism preached by Caitanva. It is different from the con- 
ception of devotion or hhakti as found in the system of Ramanuja, 
where hhakti is conceived as incessant continual meditation. He 
seems to have been, therefore, one of the earliest, if not the earliest, 
exponent of emotionalism in theism, if we do not take into account 
the Puranic emotionalism of the Bhdgavata-purdna, There are 
instances in the writings of modern European philosophers also, 
where the difficult position does not justify an emotionalism that is 
preached merely out of the theistic experiences of a personal nature, 
and as an illustration one may refer to the idea of God of Pringle 
Pattison. In the conception of jiva or individuals also there seems 
to be an apparent contradiction. For while xho purusas are some- 
times described as pure consciousness, they are at other times de- 
scribed as inert and wholly undc! rhe domination of pardmdtman 
The contradiction is to be solved bv the supposition that the inert- 
ness is only relative, i.e. the purusa^ are to be regarded as them- 
selves inactive, being goaded to action by the inlying controller, 

’ tasmdt pralaya-moksd-dau visaya-samhandhd-bhardt kdftha-Ioftrd-divat 
joddh sunto jlvd madhyandina-ditytwat sadd sarva-tahhiisake paramd-tmani 
vtllyante samudre nada-nadya tva punasca sa paramd-'tmd sve~cchayd gni- 
vissphul idgavat td-nupayi-sambandhena svato vihkajyd' niarydml sa na prerayati 
tathd coktafp cakfufmatd^ndhd iva nlyamdnd iti atah Sfi eva mukhya dtmd-ntarydmy 
amrtah. Vijndnd-mrta-bhdfya^ iv. i. 3. 
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paramatman. They are called ''jada,'' resembling stone or wood only 
in the sense that they are inactive in themselves. But this inactivity 
should not be associated with want of consciousness. Being sparks 
of the eternal consciousness they are always of the nature of con- 
sciousness. Their activity, however, is derived from the paramdt- 
marly so that, drawn by Him, they come out of the Eternal con- 
sciousness and play the role of a mundane individual and ultimately 
return to Brahman like rivers into the ocean at the time of emanci- 
pation. This activity of God is an eternal activity, an eternal 
creative impulse which is absolutely without any extraneous pur- 
pose {carama-kdranasya krteh nityatvdty. It proceeds from the 
spontaneous joy of God in a spontaneous manner like the process 
of breathing, and has no reference to the fulfilment of any purpose. 
In the Vydsa-bhdsya it is said that the creation of God is for the 
benefit of living beings. But Bhiksu does not support any purpose 
at all. This activity is sometimes compared with the purposeless 
playful activity. But Bhiksu says that even if there is any slight 
purpose in play that also is absent in the activity of God. riie 
action also proceeds spontaneously with the creative desire of God, 
for which no body or senses are necessary. He is identical with the 
whole universe and as such His action has no objective outside of 
Himself, as in the case of ordinary actions. It is He who. depending 
upon the beginningless karma of human beings, makes them act for 
good or for evil. The karma itself, also being a part of His energy 
and a manifestation of His impulse, cannot be regarded as limiting 
His freedom^. I’he analogy of the doctrine of grace where the king 
bestows his grace or withholds it in accordance with the good or bad 
services of his servants i&,also regarded as helpful to conceive of the 
freedom of God in harmony with the deeds of the individual. If it 
is argued now, if the creative activity of God is eternal, it can de- 
pend on the karma, Bhiksu’s reply is that the karmas aci as accessory 
causes determining the eternal creative impulse of God as pro- 
ducing pleasurable and painful experiences. Following the trend 
of the Puranic method Bhiksu further suggests that it is the 
Hiranyagarbha created by God who appears as the law-giver of the 
law of karmay as manifested in the spontaneous activity of God. 
It is He, therefore, who is responsible for the suffering of humanity 

* Vjjndnd-mrta^hdfya, ii. i. 3a. 

* Ibid. II. I. 33. 
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in accordance with their karmas, God helps the process only by 
letting it go on in an unobstructed manner^. In another passage 
he says that God perceives within Himself as parts of Him the 
jtvas and their conditioning factors (tipadhi) as associated with 
merit and demerit (dharma and adharma); associating these con- 
ditions with the jtvas He brings them out of Himself. He is thus 
the maker of souls, just as the potter is the maker of pots*. 

The self is regarded as being itself untouchable and devoid of 
any kind of association (a-sanga). The association between prakrti 
and purusa, therefore, is not to be interpreted in the sense of a 
direct contact in the ordinary sense of the term, but the association 
is to be understood only as transcendental reflection through the 
conditioning factors which make the pure soul behave as a phe- 
nomenal self or jlva. The self has no knowledge as its quality or 
character, and is in itself pure consciousness, and there is at no time 
a cessation of this consciousness, which exists even during dream- 
less sleep. But in dreamless sleep there is no actual knowledge, as 
there is no content present at the time ; and it is for that reason that 
the consciousness though present in the very nature of the self can- 
not be apperceived. The vasands or desires existing in the antah- 
karana cannot affect the pure soul, for at that time the antahkarana 
remains in a dissolved condition. Knowledge of contents or ob- 
jects is possible only through reflections from the slates of the 
buddhi. The pure consciousness being identical with the self, there 
cannot also be the self-consciousness involving the notion of a 
duality as subject -and object during dreamless sleep. The pure 
consciousness remains the same and it is only in accordance with 
changes of mental state that knowledge of objects arises and pa- ^es 
away®. 'V\\c jivas are thus not to be regarded as themselves the 
products of the reflection of pfiramdtman as the Sahkarites suppose; 
for in that case the jtvas would b'* absolutely unreal, and bondage 
and emancipation would also he ui.real. 

’ Vijndnd-mrta-hhJfya, \\. i. 33. 

* Ih'aro hi svd-msa~s 7 m-sartrd-msa -tulyau jiva^tad-upddhl svd-ntar^gatau 
dharma-di-sanitau snksad eva paiyann a-para-tantrah sva-lilayd samyoga-visefam 
brahma-dlnam apt dur-vihhdvyarn kurvat kumbhakdra tvu ghatam. Ibid. il. i. 13. 

® Ibid. II. 3. 5. 
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The Brahman and the World according to 
V i j nana-mrta-bhasya. 

The production, existence, maintenance, modification, decay 
and destruction of the world are from Brahman as God. He holds 
within Himself all the energies constituting the prakrti and purusas, 
and manifests Himself in other diverse forms; Brahman as pure 
consciousness is associated with the conditioning factor of His own 
being, the mdyd as pure sattva quality in all this creative activity, 
so from that great Being who is devoid of all afflictions, karmas and 
their fruits are also produced. The fact that the Brahma-sutra^ ii. 2, 
says that Brahman is that from which the world has come into 
being and is being maintained implies that the world as it is in its 
own reality is an eternal fact in the very being of the ultimately real 
and the unmanifested. The production, the transformation and the 
destruction of the world are only its phenomenal aspect ^ Brahman 
is here regarded as the adhisthdna’-kdrana. This means that Brahman 
is the basis, the ground, the ddhdra (container) as it were of the 
universe in which it exists as undivided and as indistinguishahl^ 
from it and which also holds the universe together. Brahman is 
the cause which holds together the material cause of the universe 
so that it may transform itself into it*. Brahman is the principle 
of ultimate cause which renders all other kinds of causality possible. 
In the original Brahman, the prakrti and the purusas exist in the 
eternal consciousness and as such are held together as being one 
with it. The Brahman is neither changeable nor identifiable with 
prakrti and purusa. It is because of this that, though Brahman is of 
the nature of pure consciousness and unchangeable, yet it is re- 
garded as being one withrthe universe and as the material cause. 
The material cause or updddna-kdrana is the name which is given 
to changing material cause (the vikdri-kdrana) and to the ground 
cause or the adhisthana-karana. The underlying principle of both 
the ground cause {adhifthana-karana) and the material cause 
{updddna-kdraim) is that the effect is held in it as merged in it or 

* atra cai'tad yata ify 'anuktvd janmd-dyasya yata iti vacanad avyakta- 
rapefux jagan nityam eva tty dcdryyd-iayah, Vijndnd-mrtti-bhdfya^ i. i. 2. 

* kirfi punar adhifthdna-kdranatvam ucyate tad evd* dhtffftdrm-karawffi 
yatra* vihhaktarfi yeno* paffabdhartt ca sad updddnd^kdraimfft kdryd-kdretfa 
pdrisfamate. Ibid. 
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indistinguishable from it^. The idea involved in avibhaga or one- 
ness with the cause is not regarded as an ordinary relation of 
identity but as a sort of non-relational relation or a situation of 
uniqueness which cannot be decomposed into its constituents so 
that a relational bond may be affirmed of them. The upshot of the 
whole position is that the nature of the universe is so founded in 
Brahman which forms its ground that it cannot be regarded as a 
mere illusory appearance of it or as a modification or a product of 
it; but while these two possible ways of relation between the cause 
and the effect fail, the universe as such has no existence, significance 
or meaning without the ground in which it is sustained and which 
helps its evolutionary process. The ordinary relation of the sus- 
tainer and the sustained is inadequate here, for it implies a duality 
of independent existence; in the present case, however, where 
Biahman is regarded as the ground cause there is no such duality 
and the universe cannot be conceived as apart from Brahman which 
forms its ground and essence while remaining unchanged in its 
transcendent reality. 'Fhus, though it may have to be acknowledged 
that there is a relation between the two, the relation has to be con- 
ceived as the transcendental one, of which no analogy is found else- 
where. The seeming pictorial analogy which falls far short of the 
situation is to be found in the case where water is mixed with milk*. 
Here the existence of the water is dependent upon the existence of 
the milk so long as the two exist in a mixed condition; and neither 
of them can be conceived without the other. The nature of the 
prakrti and Xhtpurusa is also manifested from the essence of God’s 
nature as pure consciousness. Ti e causality of substance, qurlities 
and actions is also due to the underlying essence of God which 
permeates all things. The difference between the relation of 
samavdya and this unique relation of indistinguishableness in the 
ground is that while the former a[)plies to the case of the intimate 
relation of the effects in and thr<;ugh themselves, the latter refers 
only to the special fact of the indistinguishable character of the 
effect in the cause, and has no reference to the relation of the effect- 
parts among themselves w ith reference to the whole as an insepar- 
able concatenation of effects. The ordinary organic relation such 

* Kdryd-%>ibhdgd~dharatvasyai* vo' pdddna-sdmdnya-lakfanfitvat, Vijndnd- 
mrta-bhdfya, i. 1.2. 

* avibhdgas cd* dhdratdvat svarupa-sambandha-znieso'' tyanta-sammihana- 
rupo dugdha-jalddy-ekatn-pratyaya-niydmakah. Ibid. 
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as that which subsists between the parts of a living body is thus 
different from that which is referred to here as the indistinguishable 
character of the effects in the ground. The parts of the universe as 
comprising the living and the non-living may be regarded as in- 
separably united with one another in the whole, but such a relation 
is an intimate relation between the effects, and the whole is nothing 
but an assemblage of these. This is what may be called the special 
feature of samavdya relation. But in the unique relation of in- 
distinguishableness in the ground the effect subsists in the ground 
in such a manner that the effect has no separate reality from the 
cause Brahman in this view is the basis or the substratum — the 
ground which supports the totality of the unity of prakrti and the 
purusas to evolve itself into the universe with its varied forms It 
does not, therefore, in itself panicipate in the changing evolution 
and transformation of world-forms, but it always exists as one with 
it, and being in it and supported by it, it develops into the world. 

Vijnana Bhiksu says that the Vaisesikas believe that Ood is the 
dynamic or the instrumental agent, whereas he thinks that the 
causality of God cannot be regarded as being either of the sumavdyi, 
asamavdyi or nimitta types, but is a fourth kind of conception - 
cause as ground or container®. He also describes this type of causa- 
tion as being adhisthdna, a term with which we are familiar in 
Sankara Vedanta. But the difference between the tw^o kinds of 
conception of adhisthana kdrana is indeed very great, for while 
Bhiksu considers this to be the unchangeable ground which sustains 
the movements of the principle of change in it in an undivided unity, 
Sankara regards adhisthana as the basis of all changes which are 
unreal in themselves. According to Bhiksu, however, the changing 
phenomena are not unreal, but they are only changes which are the 
modifications of a principle of change which subsists in an un- 
divided unity with the ground cause. When they say that the world 
is both being and non-being {sad-asadrupa)^ and is hence unreal 
and illusory, the Sahkarites suffer from a grave misconception. The 

^ tatra samavdya-sambandhena yatrd' vibhdgas tad vikdri-kdranam ; yatra ca 
kdryasya kdrand*vibhdgena avtbhdgas tad adhiffhdna-kdranam. Ibid. 

* yadi hi paramd-tmd dehavat sarvam kdranani nd*dhitistheta tar hi dravya^ 
guna-karmd-di-sddhdrana-khtia-kdrye ittharfi mula-kdranam na sydt. tsvara- 
gltd-bhdfya. MS. 

* asmdbhis tu samavdy-asamavdyibhydm uddslnatfi nimitta-kdranebhyai ca 
vilakfar^tayd caturtham ddhdra-kdra^tvam. Ibid. 
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world is called sat and asat (being and non-being), because it re- 
presents the principle of becoming or change. It is affirmed as 
“this” and yet because it changes it is again not affirmed as “this.” 
The future forms of the changing process are also non-existent as 
it were in the present form and the present form is also non- 
existent as it were in the future forms that are to be. Thus, any of 
its forms may be regarded as not existing and hence false when 
compared with an entity that always exists and in the same form^. All 
objects of the world so far as they are past and future are contradicted 
by their present states and are therefore regarded as false, but so far as 
they are perceived in their present state they are regarded as reaP. 

The universe has, however, an eternal and immutable form as 
pure consciousness in the very nature of Brahman from which it is 
separated out as the world of matter and souls. The pure con- 
sciousness in itself is the only ultimate reality which is ever the 
same and is not subject to any change or process of becoming. Both 
the individual souls and the world of matter are ultimately dis- 
solved and merged in Brahman, the pure and ultimate conscious- 
ness. These, therefore, are regarded as being names and forms 
when compared with the ultimate changeless Reality, Brahman®. 
But this does not mean that the universe of matter and souls is 
absolutely unreal and mere mdya or illusion. If all that appears 
were absolutely false, then all moral values would disappear and all 
notions of bondage and emancipation would become meaningless. 
If the falsity of all things except the pure consciousness can be 
proved by any means, that itself would prove that such proofs have 
validity and that therefore there : re other things over and above 
pure consciousness which may be valid. If such proofs are invalid 
but can establish the validity of pure consciousness as against the 
validity of all other things, then such proofs may also prove the 
reality of all other things in the world. It may be held that what 
ordinary people consider as true i ui be proved to be invalid by 
what is regarded by them as vahd means of proof; but on the 
Sahkarite view nothing is regarded as valid and therefore there are 

* eka~dharmena sattva-dasdyam parindmi-vastundm atftd-ndgata-dharmena 
asattvdt. Vijndnd-mrta-hhd§ya, i. i. 3. 

* ghatd-dayo hi anagata-dy-avasthdpd %yaktd~dy-avasthdbhir bddhyante iti. 
ghafd-dayo mithyd-sabdena ucyante vidyamana-dharmais ca iaddnim na bddhyante 
tit satyd ity api ucyante. Ibid. 

* jhdna-svarupah paramd-tmd sa et^a satyahjivdi cd'miatayd amsiny eklbhiitdh 
athavd* vayavattvena paramd-tmd-pekfayd te* py asantah. Ibid. 
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no proofs by which the validity of the world-process can be main- 
tained. But the reply that naturally comes to such a view is that 
though the validity of the world may not be proved, yet that does 
not lead to the conclusion that the world-process is unreal; for even 
if its validity is not proved, its validity or reality may at least be 
doubtful. There is, therefore, nothing by which we may come to 
any conclusion about its invalidity and unreality. The reality of the 
universe is of a different older from that of Brahman, which is of 
the nature of pure consciousness, as the former consists of practical 
efficiency {artha-kriyd-karitva). But even though in the state of a 
changing process the reality of the world is only its reality as be- 
coming and as causal efficiency, yet it has also an ultimate reality in 
itself, since it has come into being from the ultimate reality, 
Brahman. The world of matter and souls exists in God as pure 
consciousness and therefore as one with Him. When from out of its 
state as pure consciousness it is manifested as the world of matter 
and souls, we mark it as the stage of creation. When again they re- 
tire back into God as being one with His consciousness, that is 
marked as the state of dissolution^. The universe of matter and 
souls is also ultimately to be regarded as being of the nature of 
consciousness, and is as such a constituent of the ultimate pure 
consciousness in which it remains as it were merged and lost. The 
world of visible forms and changes is also thus of the nature of 
thought, and only the ignorant regard them as mere objects*. When 
the scriptural texts speak of the identity of the world and Brahman 
they refer to this ultimate state in which the world exists in the pure 
consciousness — Brahman as one with it. But it is not only in the 
state of dissolution that the world exists in Brahman in undivided 
unity, but in the state of creation also the world exists in Brahman 
as one with it, for all the ISo-called mechanical and other kinds of 
forces that are to be found in matter and which constitute its 
reality are but the energy of God. And as the energy is always 
conceived as being one with that which possesses it, it is believed 
that the world with all its changes exists in God^. In the state of 

* pralayehi purp-prakrtyd’dikam jndna-rupenai^va riipyate na tv ortha-rupena 
arthato vyanjaka-vydpdrd-hhdf dt. Vijndnd-mfta-^hhdfya^ i. i. 4. 

’ jndna-svarUpam akhilatn jogad etad ahuddhayah 1 . artha-svarOpatn pafyanto 
hhrdmyante moha-sarnplate. Ibid. 

’ iaktimat-kdrya-kdrand-bhedenaVva hrahma-dvaitam bodhayanti . . .ayam ca 
sdrva-kdlo brahmani prapaHcH-bhedah. Ibid. 
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pralaya the world-energies exist in God as some form of conscious- 
ness or conscious energy which is later on manifested by Him as 
material energy or matter. The unity of the world-energies in God 
is such that though these retain some kind of independence yet it 
is so held up and mixed up as it were in the reality of God that it 
cannot be separated from Him. Their independence consists in the 
fact that they are of the nature of energy, but as God possesses them 
they can have no existence and they cannot be conceived as apart 
from Him. As thus described the world of matter has no permanent 
reality, and the consciousness of this fact may be called the badha 
or contradiction {pdramdrthikasattvd-bhdva-niscaya e7)a badhahy. 
But in spite of this bddha the universe has a relative or vyavahdrika 
existence {tadrsa-badhe' pi ca sati jndna-sddhand-dlndm vyavahdrika- 
sattvdt). 

The causality of prakrti and parusa is limited to their specific 
capacities which determine the nature of modifications. But God is 
the universal all-cause behind them which not only shows itself 
through these specific limitations but which regulates the inner 
harmony and order subsisting in them and in their mutual relations. 
Thus the visual organ is limited in its function to the operation of 
vision, and the tactile organ is limited in its function to the opera- 
tion of touch, but the functions and activities -of all these are 
organized by the individual self which operates and manifests 
itself through them. 'Fhus Brahman in this sense may be regarded 
as being both the instrumental and the material cause®. According 
to Samkhya and Yoga the prakrti is supposed to be associated with 
the purusas through the inner and inherent teleology, but according 
to the Vedantic view as interpreted by Bhiksu their mutual associa- 
tion is due to the operation of God®. 

' Vijndnd-mrta-bhdfya, i. i. 4. 

* hrahmanas tu sarva-saktikatvdt lat-tad-upddhibhih sarva-kdranatvam yathd 

cakfurd-dindtn dariand-di-karanatvam vc?/ praty-ekam asti tat sarvam sarvd- 
dhyakfosya jlvasya bhavati, etena bhinna-nimitto-paddnattvaTfi vydkhyd- 

tarn. Ibid. i. i. 2. 

• sdmkhya-yogibhyam purxisd-rtha-prayukta pravrttih svayam eva puruftna 
ddya-jlvena samyuyyate . . .asmdbhis tu p9 akrti-purufa^samyoga fsvarena kriyate. 
Ibid. 
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The Individual. 

In his commentary on the livara-gitd, Bhiksu says that the more 
universal has a wider sphere than the less universal and therefore 
it is called Brahman in relation to it. The cause of an effect is wider 
and more universal than the effect and is therefore called Brahman 
in comparison with it. Thus there is a hierarchy of Brahmans. But 
that which is at the apex of the hierarchy is the highest universal 
and the ultimate cause, and is therefore called the highest Brahman. 
Brahman is thus the highest and the ultimate reality. The deter- 
minations that make the universe of matter exist in Brahman as 
merged in its nature as thought. Creation means that these de- 
terminations which exist there in a potential form and without any 
operation are manifested and made operative as the world of nature. 
God in His nature as pure consciousness has a full and complete 
acquaintance of all the possible developments and modifications of 
the pre-matter as evolving into the actual universe. The starting 
point in the evolution of the pre-matter or prakrti is the moment 
of its association with the spirits. The scriptural text says that the 
Lord entered into the prakrti and the purusas^ disturbed the equi- 
librium and associated them with one another. The purusas are, 
however, like sparks of consciousness and it is not possible to 
produce any disturbance in them. The disturbance is thus produced 
in the prakrti and the effect of such disturbance in the prakrti on 
the purusas is interpreted as seeming disturbances in the purusas 
as well. The purusas are to be conceived as being parts of God and 
there cannot be a real identity between the purusas and the 
Brahman. The so-called identity between the purusas and the 
Brahman refers merely to The fact of the purusas being the con- 
stituent entities in the being of God such as that which exists be- 
tween the parts and the whole. The assertion of the Sahkarites that 
the individual soul is the same as Brahman and that the difference 
is due to external limitations of nescience or on account of reflec- 
tions through it is wrong. The kind of unity that exists between the 
individual souls and the Brahman lies in the fact that they are in- 
distinguishable in character from it {avibhdga). If the reality of 
individual souls is denied, that would amount to a denial of religious 
and moral values and of. bondage and emancipation. 
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In this connection it is also urged that the individual souls are 
derived from God just as sparks come out of fire or the son comes 
out of the father. The individual souls resemble God so far as they 
are of the nature of pure consciousness. But though they have 
come out of Him, yet they retain their individuality and thus pre- 
serves for them the sphere of their moral career. The individual 
souls are free and emancipated in their own nature, they are all- 
pervasive and they also hold the universe within them in their 
consciousness. In all these they share the nature of Brahman. But 
in association with the limiting conditions {vpadhi) they appear 
as finite and limited. When the entire career of the individual souls 
is known as existing in Brahman as part of it, as being manifested 
out of it as separate entities, as leading a career of their own in 
association with the limiting conditions and ultimately dissociating 
themselves from them and realizing their own natures as one with 
Brahman and in a sense different from it, this is the true philosophic 
knowledge and realization of their own nature. When the indi- 
viduals start their career and destiny in life they are different from 
Brahman; but there was a time when they remained in one un- 
divided unity with Brahman. But in spite of this unity the Brahman 
is always felt as different and as the other of the individuals, and 
this difference is never sublated^. But the difference of this view 
from the Samkhya is that the Samkhya is satisfied only wnth con- 
sidering the individuality and separateness of purusaSy but the 
Vedantic view as interpreted herein cannot ignore the fact that in 
spite of their separateness they are one in essence with Brahman 
and have sprung out of it, and after the fulfilment of their career of 
individuality and destiny will again be merged in it, and even during 
their mundane career have an aspect of undividedness with Brahman 
inasmuch as they are the powers or energies of it*. The difference 
that exists between the individuals and Brahman is most apparent 
during the mundane career on account of the fact that the world of 
nature has a separate existence in the consciousness of the individual 
centres and each one of them is limited to his own experiences. 
But at the time of dissolution, when th^ world of nature merges in 
the Brahman as a potential level of its energies, the individuals arc 

* hhedd-bhedau vibhdgd-vtbhdga-rUpau kdla-hhedena aviruddhau anyonyd- 
bhdvas ca jlva-brahmanor dtyantika eva, Vijndni~mrta~bhusva, i. i. 2. 

* ata tdatfi hrahmd-tma-jndnaifi vivikta-jlva-jhdndt samkhyo-ktad api ire- 
ftham. Ibid. 1. i. 2. 
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also merged in it^nd have no separate spheres of experience for 
themselves and thus cease to have any descriptive definition of 
themselves. 

The nature of the relation of part and whole that exists between 
the individuals and Brahman is regarded as that subsisting between 
the son and the father. The father is reborn in the son. Before birth 
the son lies in a state of undivided unity in the vital energy of the 
father and yet when he separates out of him it is the same vital 
energy of the father that repeats itself in its new career and has a 
sphere of activity which is definitely its own. Again, when it is said 
that the individuals are parts of Brahman, it should not be inter- 
preted to mean that they have any share in the existence of Brahman 
as (]od or world-creator. God is not homogeneous in His nature, 
but the element of individuation and dilTerentiation always exists 
in Him. Had He been a homogeneous being His parts would have 
no specific differentiation and they would be like the parts of space 
which are always indistinguishable from one another. But the fact 
that God has within Him the principle of differentiation explains 
the fact that the individuals resemble Brahman only in the aspect 
of their consciousness but have no share in His creative functions 
or omnipotence. The Sarnkhyists hold that salvation is attained 
through dissociation of attachment as “mine” to one’s experiences, 
mental faculties, senses, understanding and body, owing to one’s 
know^ledge of the fact that the self is the self-shining entity to which 
all experiences appear and within which they are held together as 
one with it though they are all different from it. But the Vedanta as 
herein interpreted holds that the attachment as “mine” vanishes 
with the knowledge of selt as pure consciousness, with the know- 
ledge of God as the being from which they come into being, by 
which they are maintained and into which they ultimately return, 
and with the knowledge that they all exist in the consciousness of 
God as parts of it; and that the self is not the real enjoyer of the 
experiences but is only the consciousness in which the universe and 
its experiences shine forth. Thus, though both in the Sanikhya and 
in the Vedanta as herein interpreted salvation is attained through 
the dissolution of the false attachment as “mine-ness,” the dis- 
solution of “mine-ness” is here due to an entirely different philo- 
sophic conception ^ 


* Vtjndnd-mrta-bhdfya, p. 56. 
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Consciousness is not a quality but it is the very substance of the 
self. Just as light is a substance which illuminates other things, so 
consciousness is also a substance which illuminates other things. 
Whemone says “I know it,” knowledge appears to be a quality of 
“I” which is neither self nor a homogeneous entity. The “I” is a 
complex of sense-faculties, understanding, etc., to which a quality 
can be attributed; the self is not a complex entity, but a homo- 
geneous simple substance — the consciousness. The complex entity, 
the “I,” expresses all things by a manifestation of consciousness. 
Bliss or happiness, however, cannot be regarded as a self-revealing 
substance, but it is an independent substance like sorrow which is 
revealed by consciousness. Neither the Brahman nor the self can 
therefore be regarded as being of the nature of bliss or happiness 
as this is a modification of prakrti and has therefore to be regarded 
as expressible {drsya) and not as expressing (darsana). The con- 
sciousness requires the intermediary of intellectual functions for 
the illumination of objects, but consciousness in itself does not re- 
quire the intermediary of any other functions, as such a view would 
lead only to an infinite regressus without solving the point at issue. 
It is also wrong to suppose that the principle of consciousness 
exercises any operation in order to reveal itself, for an entity cannot 
operate on itself {karma-kartr-virodhat). If for the above reasons 
the self cannot be regarded as being of the nature of bliss, then at 
the time of salvation also there cannot be any bliss in the self. There 
is only a cessation of sorrow at that lime, or rather a cessation of 
both happiness and sorrow which is technically called a state of 
happiness or sukha (sukham duhkha-sukhd-tyayahy . At the time 
of emancipation all conditioning factors such as the intellectual 
functions and the like are dissolved and as a consequence thereof 
all experiences of pleasure and pain also vanish, for these are sub- 
stances belonging to objects which were presented to the self 
through these conditions. When the Upanisads say that the self is 
dearest to us, it need not necessarily be supposed that it is the 
pleasure that is dearest to us, for the self may be regarded as being 
valued for its own sake; it may also be supposed that pleasure here 
means the cessation of pain*. The desire for immortality or con- 


' Vijndnd-mrtd-bhasyaf 1. i. 2. 

* dtmatvasyd' pi prema-prayojakatvdt 


Ibid. 


duhkka-nrvrttt-rupattvdd vd hodhyam. 



464 The Philosophy of Vijndna Bhikm [ch. 

tinued existence of the self illustrates the feeling of fondness that 
we all have for ourselves. The other view, that the ultimate object 
of realization is extermination of all sorrow is also not open to any 
objection on the ground that pleasure and pain never belonged to 
the selves; for the association of pleasure and pain is only with re- 
ference to their enjoyment and suffering and not directly as a bond 
of attachment to the self. The term "'bhoga," which may be trans- 
lated only semi-accurately as “experience,” has a twofold applica- 
tion as referring to btiddki or psychosis and to purusa. The prakrti 
is composed of sukha, duhkha and moha substances, and buddhi is an 
evolute of the prakrti; therefore, when the buddhi is in association 
with sukha or duhkha^ such an association supplies the buddhi with 
the stuff of which it is made and thus sustains and maintains its 
nature and constitution. But when the word bhoga has a reference 
to purusa, it means that the pleasure or sorrow held in the buddhi is 
reflected on it and is thereby intuited. It is this intuition of pleasure 
and pain through their reflection in the purusa that is regarded as 
their bhoga or experience by purusa. The buddhi cannot have any 
bhoga or experience, even in a remote sense of the term, for the 
simple reason that it is unconscious. But it may well be argued that 
since the purusa is not in reality the ego, it cannot have any ex- 
perience in any real sense of the term ; and since it cannot in reality 
have any experience of sorrow, it cannot in reality regard its cessa- 
tion as being of the utmost value to it. The reply to such an objec- 
tion is that the realization of the fact that the cessation of sorrow is 
of ultimate value to the experiencer, the purusa, leads the suddhi on 
its onward path of progress. Had it not been so there would be no 
movement of the buddhi on lines of utility. So though pleasure and 
pain do not belong to purusa, they may yet be experienced by it and 
the buddhi may be guided by such experiences. 

When the Upanisad says “that art thou,” the idea at the back 
of it is that the self is not to be identified with any of the elements 
of the psychosis — the buddhi — or with any of the evolutes of the 
prakrti. The self is part of the pure consciousness — the Brahman. 
When a man learns from the Upanisad text or one's teacher that he 
is a part of Brahman he tries to realize it through a process of 
meditation. I'he difference of the Vedantic view from that of 
Samkhya is that the latter rests with the individual selves as the 
ultimate entities whereas the former emphasizes the Brahman as 
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the ultimate reality, and also the fact that the reality of all other 
things, the selves and the matter, depends ultimately on their 
participation in it. 

Brahma-Experience and Experience. 

Cause may be defined as the productivity due to direct and im- 
mediate perception of the material cause. The buddhi is regarded 
as an effect because, like jugs and other things, it is produced 
through some direct and immediate intuition of its causal material. 
This naturally implies that the buddhi has a causal material which 
is directly perceived by some Being and to which His creative 
activity is directed and this Being is God. It is said in the Brahma'- 
sutras that Brahman can be known by the testimony of the scrip- 
tures. But this cannot be true, for the Upanisads say that the 
Brahman cannot be expressed by words or known by intellect. 
The reply to this is that the denial contemplated in such passages 
refers only to the fact that Brahman cannot be known in entirety or 
in its uniqueness by the scriptural texts, but these passages do not 
mean that it is not possible to have a generic knowledge of the 
nature of Brahman. It is only when wc have such a generic know- 
ledge from the scriptures that we enter the sphere from which we 
may proceed further and further through the processes of Yoga and 
have ultimately a direct intuitive apperception of it. The specific 
nature of God as devoid of any quality or character only means that 
His nature is different from the nature of all other things, and 
though such a T)ature may not be realized bv ordinar}' perception, 
inference or other sources of knowledge, there cannot be any objec- 
tion to its being apprehended by the intuition of Yoga meditation. 
There are some Vedantists who think that the Brahman cannot be 
felt or apprehended intuitively, but there is a mental state or func- 
tion {vrtti) which has the Brahman as its object. Such a mental 
state destroys the nescience and as a result of this the Brahman 
shines forth. But Bhiksu objects to this and says that the vrtti or 
mental function is admitted for relating the consciousness or the 
self with the objects, but once this connection is effected the objects 
are directly apprehended; so, in order to bring Brahman within the 
sphere of knowledge, the intuitive apperception is in itself sufficient 
for the purpose. It cannot be held that, since Brahman is itself of 
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the nature of pure illumination, no special intuitive apprehension 
is necessary and that the existence of the mental function or vrtti 
was admitted for explaining the dissolution of ajnana \ for Brahman, 
being of the nature of consciousness, can be realized only through 
intuitive apprehension which is itself of the nature of knowledge. 
Since all apprehension is direct and immediate, self-knowledge 
must also be of the same kind. There is also no necessity to assume 
a principle of obstruction which has to be overcome as a condition 
of the rise of knowledge. In the state of deep dreamless sleep a 
principle of obstruction in the shape of the function of tamos has 
to be admitted in order to explain the absence of knowledge which 
leads to the absence of all cognitive or practical behaviour. To the 
opponent’s idea that since Brahman is self-luminous it cannot have 
any relation with anything else, and that since Brahman and the 
self are identical there cannot be any self-knowledge of Brahman, 
for the Brahman cannot be both the knower and the known, 
Bhiksu’s reply is that self-luminousness does not mean unrelated- 
ness; and the absolute identity of the self and the Brahman cannot 
also be admitted, and even if it be admitted we can explain the 
method of Brahma-knowledge by the same manner in which our 
experiential knowledge or self-consciousness can be explained. 

Bhiksu thinks that since we do not find in the Brahrna-sutras 
any account of the origin and growth of knowledge, the Sarnkhya- 
Yoga account of knowledge may well be accepted on account of the 
general affinity of the Samkhya-Yoga ideas with the Vedanta. 
According to the Samkhya-Yoga there is first a contact of the senses 
wfth their respective objects and as a result the tamas aspect of the 
buddhi is subordinated at the time; and the buddhi as pure sattva 
assumes the form of the object. This state of buddhi is called an 
objective state of the buddhi or a sensory idea or state {so. buddhya- 
vasthd visayd-kdrd buddhi-vrttir ity ucyate). During dreams 
and contemplative states images of external objects arise in the 
mind and are directly perceived and therefore valid. 'Fhe connec- 
tion of the purusa with the external objects is thus effected through 
the intermediary of the buddhi. So long as the buddhi remains im- 
pure the purusa cannot get itself related to objects through it. It 
is for this reason that during deep sleep when the buddhi is domi- 
nated by tanuis the pwfMffi-consciousness cannot manifest itself or 
make itself related with other objects. As soon as the buddhi is 
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modified into a sensory or image-state it is reflected in the purusa, 
which then reveals it as a flash of conscious state. It is in this 
manner that the pure infinite consciousness can manifest itself into 
finite forms of objects. As the buddhi is constantly transforming 
itself into various forms and reflecting them on the purusa from 
beginningless time there is a continuous flow of conscious states 
only occasionally punctuated by dreamless sleep. Tht putusa in its 
turn is also reflected in the buddhi and thereby gives rise to the 
notion of ego. In this connection Bhiksu criticizes the view of 
Vacaspati that the reflection of the purusa in the buddhi is sufficient 
to explain the cognitive situation, and says that a reflection of con- 
sciousness cannot itself be conscious and hence cannot explain why 
the states of buddhi should appear as conscious. But the assumption 
that ihe states of buddhi are reflected in the consciousness explains 
their real connection with consciousness. It may be said that since 
it is only the reflections that are associated with consciousness, the 
things as they exist are not known. The reply to such an objection 
is that the buddhi-sizXt^ are but copies of the external objects; and 
if the copies are intelligized, we have in the validity of such direct 
acquaintance of the copies the guarantee of their application to 
objects. It may be wsaid again that when the reflections of the 
buddhi-siztcs in the consciousness appear as one with it and there- 
fore produce the phenomenon of know ledge we have in such phe- 
nomena an illusory unity of the consciousness with the states; our 
knowledge then becomes illusory. I'he reply to such an objection 
is that even if there is an element of ulusion in knowledge, that does 
not touch the reality and validity of the objects to w^hich such 
knowledge refers. Valid knowledge {pramd) thus consists of this 
reflection of the -states in the purusa. The fruit of the cog- 

nitive process {pratndnu’pliala) belongs to the pure consciousness or 
the purusa who thus behaves as the knower, though he is absolutely 
unattached to all experiences. The Vaisesikas lay stress on the 
appearance of knowledge as produced and destroyed and therefore 
regard knowledge as being produced or destroyed by the colloca- 
tion of causes. The reflection of the mental states to purusa is ex- 
plained by them as if the knowledge belonged to the self. The 
Vedantic epistemological proc^^ss in which the purusa appears to be 
the knower and the enjoyer is explained by them as being due to a 
separate cognitive process called anu~vyavasdya. 
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The transcendental experience of God has also to be explained 
on the basis of the origin of ordinary experiential knowledge. 
Through the understanding of the meaning of the scriptural texts 
and by the processes of Yoga there arises in the buddhi sl modifica- 
tion of the form “I am Brahman.*’ This valid form of modification, 
being reflected in the purusa, is revealed as an intuitive apperception 
of the fact as true self-knowledge belonging to purusa. The dif- 
ference between ordinary experiential knowledge and this know- 
ledge is that it destroys egoism {abhimdna). In such a conception 
of self-knowledge the objection that the self cannot be both the 
knower and the known does not hold good; for the self that is 
known, being a mental state, is different in character from the 
transcendent self which knows it. The transcendent self as such is 
the knower, while its reflection in the buddhi as coming back to it 
is the self that is known^. The objection that the admission of the 
possibility of self-knowledge stands against the doctrine of the self- 
luminosity of the self is not valid. The self-luminosity of the self 
simply means that it shines by itself and does not require the aid of 
any conditions to manifest itself. 

Self-Luminosity and Ignorance. 

Citsukha has defined self-luminosity as that which not being 
knowable may yet be treated or felt as immediate {avedyatve sati 
aparoksa-vyavakdra-yogyatvam), Bhiksu argues that such a de- 
finition of self-luminosity {svaprakasatva) is quite inadmissible. It 
is nowhere so defined in the Upanisads and it does not follow from 
the etymology of the word svaprakasatva. The etymology only in- 
dicates the meaning “known by itself.” Again, if a thing is not 
known or cognized, it cannot for that simple reason have any rela- 
tion to us; and such a meaning would be directly against the 
scriptural testimony which affirms that the ultimate truth can be 
apprehended or intuited. It may be suggested that though the 
Brahma-state of the mind cannot be directly known yet it will have 
the effect of removing the avidyd in the purusa. But this is open to 
various objections. Firstly, the self-luminous is a valid means of 
knowledge — a pramdna\ but the mere removal of the avidyd from 

^ dtmdpi bimba^rUpetyj jUdtd bhavati svagata^sva-prdtibimba-rUpena ca 
jneyah. Vijndnd^mfUi-bhafya^ i. i. 3. 
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the pufusa cannot be regarded as valid knowledge or 2Lpramana, In 
this connection it is also relevant to ask the meaning of the term 
“ avidya.** If it means an illusory mental state, it must be a state of 
the buddhi^ and its destruction must also belong to the buddhi and 
not to the purusa. If it means the psychical instincts or root- 
inclinations which are the cause of errors, then also since such root- 
instincts belong to the gunas of the prakrti the destruction of such 
root-instincts must also qualify the prakrti. If it is regarded as a 
tamas — substance which covers the self, the supposition would be 
inadmissible, for if the tamas inherent in the buddhi is not removed 
there cannot be any modification ot the buddhi copying the object 
in it, and if the tamas in the buddhi is once so removed then there 
cannot be any reflection of it in the purusa. Thus the view that 
knowledge leads to the dissolution of the veil of ignorance cannot be 
supported. The veil is only related to the instruments of knowledge, 
such as the eye, and cannot therefore be regarded as having any- 
thing to do with the pure consciousness. The explanation of the 
rise of knowledge as being due to the removal of the veil in the pure 
consciousness cannot therefore be justified. There cannot be any 
veil in the self. If the self be of the nature of pure consciousness, 
there cannot be any veil of ignorance inherent in it as the two sup- 
positions are self-contradictory. Again, if it is supposed that the 
world-appearance is due to the operation of the principle of ig- 
norance or avidya in the mind and if it is supposed that true know- 
ledge dispels such ignorance, then we are led to the absolutely 
unwarrantable conclusion that the world may be destroyed by 
knowledge, or that when one self attains true knowledge the world' 
appearance as such ceases, or that when emancipation is attained 
during the lifetime of a saint he will have no experience of the 
world around him. If it is held that the emancipated saint has still 
an element of ignorance in him, then the theory that knowledge 
destroys ignorance has to be given up. Moreover, if the self be 
regarded as being absolutely unattached to anything {a-sahga), it 
is wrong to suppose that it would be associated with avidya or 
ignorance. The veil can have reference only to the mental states, 
but it cannot have any relation to pure and unchangeable conscious- 
ness; for we have no analogy for such a thing. Again, if it is held 
that there is natural association of ignorance with pure conscious- 
ness, such an association can never be broken otf. If such an 
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association be regarded as the consequence of some causal con- 
dition, it may well be said that such causality may be found in the 
mental states themselves. At least this would be a much simpler 
supposition than the primary assumption of a relationship of 
avidya with pure consciousness and then to assume the operation 
of the mental states to dissolve it. The association of a veil with the 
mental states has to be admitted at least in the case of deep sleep, 
swoon or senility. Thus, if the veil has to be associated with the 
mental states, as the instrument of knowledge, it is quite unneces- 
sary to assume it with reference to the self or pure consciousness. 
Patahjali, in his Yoga-sutra^ has dehned avidya as a mental state 
which apprehends the non-eternal as the eternal, the imjmre as the 
pure, the pleasure as sorrow. It is not, therefore, to be regarded as 
a separate substance inseparably associated with pure conscious- 
ness. In the same way it is wrong to define knowledge as the 
cessation of avidya^ which belongs to the purusa in this capacity. 
The proper way of representing it would be to say that knowledge 
arises in the purusa with the cessation of avidya in the mental states. 
With the rise of the final knowledge as “I am Brahman’' towards 
which the whole teleological movement of the prakrti for the 
purusa was tending, the ultimate purpose of the prakrti for the sake 
of the purusa is realized, and that being so the teleological bond 
which was uniting or associating the buddhi with the purusa is torn 
asunder and the mind or the buddhi ceases to have any function to 
discharge for the sake of the purusa. With the destruction of false 
knowledge all virtue and vice also cease and thus there is the final 
emancipation with the destruction of the integrity of the buddhi. 
Avidya (false knowledge), asmitd (egoism), rdga (attachment), dvesa 
(antipathy), abhinivesa (self-love) may all be regarded as avidya or 
false knowledge which is their cause, and avidya may also be re- 
garded as tamos which is its cause. This lamas obstructs the mani- 
festation of sattva and it is for this reason that there is false know- 
ledge. When the tamos is dominated by the sattva, the sattva mani- 
fests through its instrumentality the ultimate self, 'i'hc words 
“knowledge** (jndna) and “ignorance** (ajhdna) arc used in the 
scriptures to denote sattva and tamas. 'I'he word tamas is used to 
denote ajhdna and there is no such ajhuna as indescribable or in- 
definite entity as is supposed by the Sankarites. In ordinary ex- 
periential knowledge x\\\s tamas is only temporarily removed, but 
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in the case of the rise of true and ultimate knowledge the power 
of the gunas to undergo modification for the sake of the relevant 
purusa is destroyed. Before the saliva can show itself in its own 
vrtti or state, it must dominate the lamas which would have resisted 
the saliva state. Thus the ontological opposition of the saliva and 
the lamas must settle their differences before a psychological state 
can make its appearance. 

Relation of Sarnkhya and Vedanta 
according to Bhiksu. 

Bhiksu thinks that the Sarnkhya and Yoga philosophies are 
intimately connected with the Vedanta and are referred to in the 
Upanisads. For this reason when certain topics, as for example the 
problem of experiential knowledge, are not described in the 
Vedanta, these are to be supplemented from the Sarnkhya and 
Yoga. If there is any seeming antagonism between the two, these 
also have to be so explained that the opposition may be reconciled. 
Bhiksu takes this attitude not only towards Samkhya-yoga but also 
towards Nyaya-Vaisesika, and the Pancaratra. According to him 
all these systems have their basis in the Vedas and the Upanisads 
and have therefore an internal affinity which is not to be found in 
the Buddhists. The Buddhists are therefore the only real opponents. 
7'hus he attempts to reconcile all the dstika systems of philosophy 
as more or less supplementary to one another or at least presenting 
differences which can be reconciled if they are looked at from :he 
proper angles of vision. Bhiksu collects his materials from the 
Upanisads, the Puranas and the smrlis and tries to build his system 
of interpretation on that basis. It may, therefore, be regarded on 
the whole as a faithful interpretation of the theistic Vedanta which 
is the dominant view of the Puranas in general and which repre- 
sents the general Hindu view of life and religion. Compared with 
this general current Hindu thought, which flows through the 
Puranas and the smrlis and has been the main source from which the 
Hindu life has drawn its inspiration, the extreme Sarnkhya, the 
e treme Vedanta of Sankara, the extreme Nyaya, and the extreme 
dualism of Madhva may be regarded as metaphysical formalisms of 
conventional philosophy. Bhiksu’s philosophy is a type of bheda- 
bheda which has shown itself in various forms in Bhartr-prapanca, 
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Bhaskara, Ramanuja, Nimbarka and others. The general viewpoint 
of this bheda^bheda philosophy is that it believes in the reality of the 
universe as well as in its spirituality, the distinctness of the in- 
dividual souls as well as in their being centres of the manifestation 
of God, moral freedom and responsibility as well as a spiritual 
determinism, a personal God as well as an impersonal reality, the 
ultimate spirit in which matter and pre-matter are dissoved into 
spirituality, an immanent teleology pervading through matter and 
souls both in their origin and mutual intercourse as well as in 
the holiness of the divine will, omnipotence and omniscience, 
in the superior value of knowledge as well as of love, in the 
compulsoriness of moral and social duties as well as in their 
abnegation. 

The ordinary classical Samkhya is well known to be atheistic 
and the problem arises as to how this may be reconciled with theism 
and the doctrine of incarnations. In interpreting sutra I. i. 5, 
of the Brahma-sutra, Bhiksu says that since the scriptures say 
that **it perceived or desired,*’ Brahman must be a Person, for de- 
sire or perception cannot be attributed to the inanimate pre-matter 
(prakrti), Sankara, in interpreting this sutrOy asserts that the pur- 
port of the sutra is ihzt prakrti is not the cause of the world because 
the idea of a prakrti or pradhana is unvedic. Bhiksu quotes a num- 
ber of passages from the Upanisads to show that the idea of a 
prakrti is not unvedic. Prakrti is spoken of in the Upanisads as the 
cause of the world and as the energy of God. Prakrti is also spoken 
of as mdyd in the Svetdsvataray and God is spoken of as mdydvi 
or the magician who holds within Himself the magic power. The 
magician may withhold his magic, but the magic power lies all the 
same in him {mdydyd vydpdxa-nivrttir evd'vagamyate na ndiaK)^. The 
ordinary prakrti is always undergoing change and transformation 
and it is only the special sattva-sXuS associated with God that is 
always regarded as unchanging. 

A question that may naturally arise in this connection is, if God 
is Himself unchangeable and if the 5<ittva*body with which He is 
always associated is also always unchangeable, how is it that God 
can have a desire to produce the world at any particular time? The 
only explanation of this is that the attribution of will to God at a 
particular creative moment is only a loose usage of language. It 
‘ VijfiSnS-mrta- 4 >hdsyOt 1 . 1 . 5 . 
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means only that when the proper collocation of the causal con- 
ditions is ready for emergence into creative production at any par- 
ticular point of time, it is designated as the manifestation of the 
creative will of God. God’s knowledge and will cannot have a be- 
ginning in time^. But if God’s creative will be regarded as the cause 
of the movement of the prakrti^ then the Samkhya view that the 
movement of the prakrti is solely due to its inherent teleology to be 
of service to the purusas becomes indefensible. The sattva^ rajas 
and tamos in the mahat are indeed regarded in Samkhya as the triad 
of three persons, Brahma, Visnu and MaheSvara — the three created 
gods as it were (janye-svara). But the Samkhya does not believe in 
any eternal God {nitye-svara). According to Yoga the sattva part of 
mahat associated with eternal powers and existing eternally in the 
emancipated state is the person called Isvara, His sattva body is, 
however, of the nature of an eftect as it is derived from the sattva 
part of mahat and His knowledge is also not timeless. 

In justification of Saxnkhya, Bhiksu maintains that the denial of 
God by the Samkhya may be interpreted to mean that there is no 
necessity of admitting God for salvation . Salvation may be achieved 
by self-knowledge also. If this process is to be adopted, then it be- 
comes quite unnecessary to prove the existence of God. It may, 
however, be remarked in this connection that this explanation of 
Bhiksu can hardly be regarded as correct, for the Samkhya-sutra 
is not merely silent about God, but it makes a positive effort to 
prove the non-existence of God, and there is not one redeeming 
statement that can be interpreted to mean that Samkhya was lot 
antagonistic to theism. Bhiksu, however, further reiterates that 
Samkhya was not atheistic and refers to the statement in the 
Svetdsvatara (vi. i6) that salvation can be obtained by knowing the 
ultimate cause as declared in the Samkhya-yoga and to the state- 
ment of the Gita where atheism is regarded as a demonic view. 

In referring to Yoga, Bhiksu says that it is curious that though 
the Yoga admitted the existence of God yet it did not make any 
effort to repudiate the idea that He might be partial or cruel; and 
instead of giving God His true cosmological place accepted a 
naturalistic view that prakrti of itself passes through the trans- 
formatory changes, being determined by its own inherent teleology 
in relation to the pvrusas. Isvara, in Patanjali’s Yoga-sutra^ is an 

‘ Vijriand-mrta-bhdfya, i- i. 5. 
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object of Yoga meditation and He shows His mercy to his devotees 
and other beings. Bhiksu, however, thinks that unless God is made 
to serve a cosmological purpose the association of prakrti with the 
purusas cannot be explained. 

The Isvara is not conditioned in His activities by any entities 
which arc associated with rajas or tamas which are of a fluctuating 
nature but with an entity which is always the same and which is 
always associated with eternal knowledge, will and bliss^. The 
natural implication of this is that the will of God behaves like an 
eternal and unchangeable law. This law, however, is not a con- 
stituent of God but a constituent of prakrti itself. It is through this 
part, an eternal unchangeable law which behaves as the eternal v/ill 
and knowledge of God, that the phenomenal or the changeable part 
of prakrti is determined. 

In the Gita Sri Krena says that He is the highest purusa and 
that there is nothing higher than Him. Bhiksu gives two explana- 
tions of such statements which seem to be in opposition to the con- 
cept of God explained above. One explanation is that the reference 
of Krsna as God to Himself is only a relative statement, made in a 
popular manner which has no reference to the nature of absolute 
God who is unrelationable to ordinary experience. The other ex- 
planation is that Krsna calls Himself God by feeling Himself as 
identified with God. There is thus a distinction between para'- 
brahma 2iT\dkdrya-brahma\ and Sri Krsna, being the kdrya-brahman, 
popularly describes Himself as the kdrana-brahma. When other 
beings identify themselves with brahma^ such identification is true 
only with reference to kdrya-brahma, Sri Krsna or Narayana. They 
therefore have no right to speak of themselves as the absolute God. 
Beginningless absolute Brahman is unknown and unknowable, 
even by the gods and the sages. It is only the Narayana who can 
know Him in His absolute nature. Narayana is therefore to be re- 
garded as the wisest of all beings*. Those beings who in the previous 
creation became one with God by sdyujya-mukti exist in the 
Vasudeva-vyuha, In the Vasudeva-vyuha Vasudeva alone is the 

' rajas-tamah-sambhinnataya tnalinam karya-tattvam parame-svarasya no* 
pddhih kintu keualatfi nitya-jndne-cchd-nandd-dimat-sadai-ka^rUpam kdraffa- 
sattvam eva tasyo* pddhih, livara-glid, MS. 

* anddyam tarn pararrt brahma ' na devd 
natfayo viduft 

ekas tad veda bhagavdr dhdtd ndrdyanah 

prabhuh. VijHdnd^mria-bhdfya, i. i. 5. 
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eternal God; the other beings are but His parts. The other vyuhaSj 
such as the Samkarsana, Pradyumna and Aniruddha, are but the 
manifestations of Vasudeva {vibhuti) and they are to be regarded as 
partial creation of God or as Brahma, Visnu and Rudra. The power 
of the lesser gods, Visnu or Siva, is limited, since they cannot pro- 
duce any change in the regulation of the cosmic affairs. When they 
speak of themselves as the Supreme God they do so only by a pro- 
cess of self-identification with the absolute God. The mahattatva, 
with its threefold aspect as sattva^ rajas and tamaSy forms the subtle 
body of Brahma, Visnu and Siva or Samkarsana, Pradyumna and 
Aniruddha. These three gods, therefore, are supposed to have the 
one body, the ^^mahaty" which forms the basic foundation and sub- 
stratum of all cosmic evolution. It is for this reason that they are 
said to have the cosmos or the universe as their body. These three 
deities are regarded as mutually interdependent in their operations, 
like vatay pitta and kapha. It is for this reason that they are said 
to be both different from one another and yet identical. These 
three deities are identical with ''mahaV^ which again is the unity 
of pufusa and prakrti. It is for this reason that Brahma, Visnu 
and Mahesvara are to be regarded as the partial manifestations 
{amsavatam) of Gods and not direct incarnations*. 

The penetration of Isvara into pradhana and purusa is through 
His knowledge, will and effort by which He rouses the gunas and 
helps the production of the mahat. Bhiksu takes great pains to 
show that Bhagavan or absolute God is different from Narayana 
or Visnu who are direct manifestations of Him just as sons are of 
the father. Bhiksu here differs from the opinion of the Pancaratra 
school and of other thinkers such as Madhva, Vallabha and 
Gaudiya Vaisnavas who regard Narayana, Visnu and Krsna as 
identical with God. The other azataras, such as the Matsya, 
Kurma, etc., are regarded by Bhiksu as the lild-vatdra of V isnu and 
the dvesd-vatdra of God as bhagavan or parame-ivara. 

^ VijnSna-mfta-bhdfyay i. i. 5. 

* In this connection Bhiksu quotes the famous verse of the BhSgavata, 
ete cd msa-kaldh pumsah kronas tu bhagavan svyam. 1. 1. 5. He, however, 
paraphrases Kr^na as Vi§nu and explains svayam bhagavan as being the part of 
CJod just as the son is the part of the father: atra krfno vmuh svayam parame- 
ivaras tasya putravat sdkfdd atnsa tty arthah. Ibid. 1 his, however, goes 
directly against the interpretation of the verse by the Gaudiya school of Vaisnavas 
who regard Kf^na as being the absolute God. 
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Maya and Pradhana. 

Sankara, in his commentary on the Vedanta-sutra, i. i. 4, dis- 
cusses the meaning of the term avyakta and holds that it has no 
technical meaning but is merely a negation of vyakta or manifested 
form. He says that the word avyakta is compounded of the 
negative particle na and vyakta. He points out that since 
the teim avyakta has thus a mere etymological meaning and 
signifies merely the unmanifested, it cannot be regarded as having 
a technical application to the Pradhana of Samkhya. The avyakta 
according to Sankara thus means the subtle cause, but he does not 
think that there is an independent subtle cause of the world corre- 
sponding to the Pradhana of the Samkhya^. He holds that this 
primal state of the existence of the universe is dependent upon God 
and is not an independent reality. Without the acceptance of such 
a subtle power abiding in God, God cannot be a creator. For with- 
out power God cannot move Himself towards creation; it is the 
seed power called avidyd which is denoted by the term avyakta. 
It is the great sleep of maya {tnaydmayi maha-supti) depending 
upon God. In it all the jivas lie without any self-awakening. The 
potency of the seed power is destroyed by knowledge in the case of 
emancipated beings and for that reason they are not bom again 
Vacaspati, in commenting on it in his Bhdmati, says that there are 
different avidyas with reference to different selves. Whenever an 
individual attempts to gain wisdom, the avidya associated with him 
is destroyed, though the avidya associated with other individuals 
remains the same. Thus, even though one avidya is destroyed, the 
other avidySs may remain in an operative condition and may pro- 
duce the world. In the c^ of the Sainkhyists, however, who ad- 
mit one pradhSna, its destruction would mean the destruction of all. 
Vacaspati says further that if it is held that though the pradhSna 
remains the same yet the avidyS as non-distinction between purufa 
and the buddhi is responsible for bondage, then there is no necessity 
of admitting the prakrti at all. The existence and the non-existence 
of avidyd would explain the problem of bondage and emancipation. 

^ yadi vaycnfi sva^tantrofft kdfkit prdg^avasthdfft jagatafi kdrar^tvenH^ 
bhyupagacchema profoHjayema tadd pradhdm-'kdraifa’^vddam, Veddnta-tQtra, i. 

4. 3. 

* muktdndffi ca punar an utpattih; kutaft vidyayd tasyd vdja^iakUr ddhdt. 
Ibid, 



xxii] Mdyd and Pradhdna 477 

The objection that the distinction of selves depends upon 
avidya and the distinction of avidyd upon the distinction of the 
selves is invalid, for the process is beginningless. The term avyakta 
refers to avidyd in a generic sense as including all avidyds. The 
avidyd rests in the individual but is yet dependent upon God as its 
agent and object. The avidyd cannot come into operation without 
having the Brahman as its support, though the real nature of the 
selves is Brahman ; yet, so long as they are surrounded by avidyd^ 
they cannot know their real nature. 

In reply Bhiksu says that since without power God alone is 
unable to create the manifold universe it has to be admitted that 
God does so by a power distinct from Him, and this power is the 
prakrti and the purusa. If it is said that this power is avidyd^ then 
also since it is a dual factor separate from Brahman that may as 
much nullify the monistic doctrine as the admission of prakrti and 
purusa. It cannot also be said that in the time of pralaya the avidyd 
is non-existent, for in that case there being only Brahman the 
world would have to be admitted as coming into being from 
Brahman alone, and the selves that lie identified with Brahman and 
one with Him would, even though emancipated, undergo the 
world-process {sarnsdra). If it is held that bondage and emancipa- 
tion are all imaginary, then there is no reason why people should 
undergo so much trouble in order to attain an imaginary emancipa- 
tion. If it is held that avidyd may be said to have a secondary or 
vyavahdrika existence at the time of pralaya^ and if it is argued that 
under the circumstances bondagt and emancipation may also be 
regarded as having a merely secondary existence, the view of 
monism would be unexceptional. But if such an avidyd be ad- 
mitted which has mere vyavahdrika or secondary existence, the 
same may be supposed with regard to pradhdna. If we inquire 
into the meaning and significance of the term vyavahdrika^ we 
find that its connotation is limited to the power of effectuation and 
service towards the fulfilment of the purpose. If that is so, then 
prakrti may also be admitted to have a similar kind of existence^. 
It is true no doubt that the pradhdna is regarded as eternal, but this 
eternality is an etemality of ceaseless change. Avidyd is regarded 
by the Vedantists as apdramdTthikdy that is, avidyd is not true 

^ pradhdne* pidofft tulyarn pradhdne artha-kriyd~kdritva~rapa^vy€tvahdnka~ 
sattvasyaVvd'smdkam iftattvdt. Vijndnd-mrta’bhdtya^ i. 4 3. 
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absolutely. This negation of absolute truth may mean that it is not 
immediate and self-apparent or that it cannot manifest itself as 
being or that it has no existence in all times. But such limitations 
are true also of pradhana. The pradhana is eternal as changeful, but 
it is non-eternal in all its products. All the products of prakrti are 
destructible ; being unintelligent by nature they can never be self- 
apparent. Again, though pradhana may be said to be existent in 
any particular form at any particular time, yet even at that time it 
is non-existent in all its past and future forms. Thus, since 
vyavahdrikatva cannot mean absolute non-existence (like the hare’s 
horn) and since it cannot also mean absolute existence it can only 
mean changefulness {parindmittva); and such an existence is true 
of the pradhdna. Thus Sahkarites do not gain anything in criticizing 
the doctrine of pradhana^ as a substitute of the avidyd is supposed 
by them to be endowed with the same characteristics as those of 
the prakrti. 

It is thus evident that Sankara’s criticism against prakrti may 
well apply to the prakrti of I^vara Krsna, but it has hardly any 
application to the doctrine of prakrti as conceived in the Puranas 
as interpreted by Bhiksu, where prakrti is regarded as a power of 
Brahman. If avidyd is also so regarded, it becomes similar to 
prakrti. As it is believed to be existent in a potential form in God, 
even in the pralaya, most of the connotations of avidyd that dis- 
tinguish it from the absolute reality in the Brahman are also the 
connotations of prakrti. 

According to the view propounded by Bhiksu pradhdna is not 
regarded as having a separate and independent existence but only 
as a power of God^ 

In explaining Brahmaputra i. 4. 23, Bhiksu points out that 
Isvara has no other upddhi than prakrti. All the qualities of Isvara 
such as bliss, etc., proceed from prakrti as is shown in Patahjali- 
sutra. Prakrti is to be regarded as the characteristic nature of 
Brahman, which is not directly the material cause of the world, but 
is only the abiding or the ground cause (adhisthana-karana), and 
prakrti, as it were, is its own character or part (svlyo bhdvah 
padartha upadhir ity arthah). The relation between this upddhi and 
prakrti is one of the controller and the controlled or the possessor 

^ Prakf tnsya tad-upapattaye prfidhdnaift kdranatva-sarlravac chaktividhayai*^ 
vo'eyate na tvdtantryeife* ty a vadbdryata ity arthah. Vijhdnd^mfta-bhdfya^ i. 4. 
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and the possessed. The fact that God can think or will also testifies 
to the fact that God must have as His instrument the prakrti which 
can make such thinking possible for Him. For God is in Himself 
only pure consciousness. Prakrti^ however, behaves as the upadhi 
of God with its purer parts of the eternally pure sattva. Kdla and 
adrsta also form part of the prakrti and as such are not regarded as 
the separate powers of God. 

Bhiksu’s criticism of the Sarnkhya and Yoga. 

In commenting on the Brahma-sutra, ii. i. 1,2, 3, Bhiksu says 
that Manu speaks of the original cause as being the prakrtiy and so 
also does the Sarnkhya, and both of them are regarded as authori- 
tative^. But since the Sarnkhya doctrine of atheism is contradicted 
by the opinions of Patanjali and Parasara, the view of the Brahma- 
sutras cannot be interpreted merely on the atheistic suggestion of 
Sarnkhya. It has also to be admitted that the atheistic portion of 
Sarnkhya has no authoritative support cither in the Vedas or in the 
Puranas and has therefore to be regarded as invalid^. 

It is wrong, however, to suppose that Kapila really intended to 
preach atheism. He quoted atheistic arguments from others and 
showed that even if God were not accepted emancipation could be 
obtained by differentiation of prakrti from purusa. 'Vhc Sarnkhya 
also emphasizes the fact that emancipation can be obtained merely 
by knowledge. T'his, however, should not be interpreted as being 
in conflict with the Upanisadic texts which declare that emancipa- 
tion can be obtained only by the true knowledge of God. For these 
signify only that there are two ways of obtaining emancipation, tb-: 
inferior one being through knowledge of the distinction of prakrti 
and purusa, and the superior one through the true knowledge of 
God. The Yoga also shows two ways of emancipation, the inferior 
one being through the ordinary Yoga processes, and the superior 
one through the renunciation to ( "»od of all actions and through 
devotion to Him. It is also wrong to suppose that the Sarnkhya is 
traditionally atheistic, for in the Mahdbhdrata {^dnti-parvan 318. 
73) and Matsya Purana (4. 28) wc hear of a twenty-sixth category, 

* sdmkhyam yogam panca^ratram x,'eddh pdiupatatn tathd i. paras-pardny 
fingdny etdni hetubhir na virodhayet. Vijndnd-mrta^bkdfya^ ii. i. i. 

* itas ce*svara-prabfedhd-mse kapila-smrteh muldndm anupalabdheh a-pratya- 
ksatvdt durvalatvam ity aha. Ibid. 
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the God. So the difference between the theistic and the atheistic 
Samkhya is due to the difference of representation as the true 
Samkhya doctrine and the Samkhya doctrine which proposes to 
ensure emancipation even for those who are not willing to believe 
in God. In this connection Bhiksu admits the probability of two 
different schools of Samkhya, one admitting Isvara and the other 
not admitting it, and it is only the latter which he thinks to be 
invalid^. He also refers to the Kurma Purana in which the Sam- 
khyists and the Yogins are said to be atheistic. The chief defect of 
the Sankara school is that instead of pointing out the invalidity of 
theistic Samkhya, Sankara denies all theistic speculations as non- 
vedic and misinterprets the Brahma-sutras accordingly. Bhiksu 
refers to Prasna, 4. 8, where the twenty-three categories of Samkhya 
are mentioned and only prakrti hzs been omitted. The mahat-tattva 
is not mentioned directly, but only as buddhi and citta. The fourfold 
division of the buddhi-tattva as tnanaSy buddhi ahamkara and citta 
is also admitted there. In the Garbha Upanisad eight prakrtis and 
sixteen vikdras are mentioned. In the Maitreyo-panisad we hear 
of the three gunas and their disturbance by which creation takes 
place. We hear also that the purusas are pure consciousness. In 
Maitri Upanisad^ v. 2, it is said that the tamas, being disturbed by 
the supreme being, gives rise to rajas and that to sattva^. In the 
Culikd Upanisad the categories of the Samkhya doctrine are also 
mentioned in consonance with the monistic doctrine of the 
Vedanta. It also says that there are various schools of the Sarnkhya, 
that there are some who admit twenty-six categories, others 
twenty-seven, and again others who admit only twenty-four 
categories. There is also said to be a monistic and also a dualistic 
Samkhya and that they fkid expression in three or five different 
ways. Thus Vijnana Bhiksu says that the Samkhya doctrine is de- 
finitely supported by the Upanisadic texts. 

Concerning the Yoga also it can be said that only that part of it 
may be regarded as opposed by the Upanisads which holds a separ- 
ate and independent existence of prakrti as apart from Isvara. In 
the Sutras of Patahjali it is said that God helps the movement of the 
prakrti only by removing the obstacles, just as a ploughman enables 

^ athavd kapilai-ka-deiasya prdmdnyam astu» Vijndnd-mrta-bhdfya, 11. i. 2. 

• tamo vd idm ekamagre dsU vai rajasas tat pare sydt tat pareiw' ritaifi 
vifamatvarn praydty etad rdpam tad rajdh khah Uritani mfamait^atft praydty etad 
vat sattvasya rupatft tat sattvam eva. Mattrl Upanifad, v. 2. 
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water to pass from one field to another. But the Upanisads de- 
finitely say that God is the generator of the movement and the dis- 
turbance of the prakrti. The sattva body of God is thus there held 
to be a product of prakrti as it comes into being from the prakrti 
through desire in a previous creative cycle. The sattva body of God 
is thus derived from the prakrti^ through the will of God serving 
as the vehicle of the will of God for the removal of the obstructions 
in the course of the evolutionary process of the prakrti, Prakrti in 
itself therefore is not regarded by Patanjali as the upadhi of Isvara}, 
Bhiksu seeks to explain this part of the Yoga doctrine also in the 
same manner as he did with the Samkhya by accepting the so- 
called abhyupagama-vada. He maintains that the Yoga holds that 
even if it is considered that the prakrti is independent and runs into 
evolutionary activity by herself, undetermined by the eternal know- 
ledge and will of God, and even if it be admitted that the eternal 
God has no eternal knowledge and will and that the movement of 
prakrti is due to an inner teleology in accordance with karma, and 
that in the beginning of the creation prakrti is transformed into the 
sattvo'pddhi of God, even then by self-abnegation to God kaivalya 
can be attained. Thus, in the Yoga view the upadhi of Isvara is a 
product and not the material or the instrumental cause of the world, 
whereas in the Vedanta view as propounded by Bhiksu the upadhi 
of Isvara is both the material and the instrumental cause of the 
world, and this upadhi which forms the material stuff of the world 
is prakrti herself and not her product. In the Yoga view God is 
eternal, but His thought and will arc not eternal. This thought and 
will arc associated with the sattva part of prakrti which lies em- 
bedded in it at the time of pralaya which only shows itself at the 
beginning of a new creative cycle through the potency left in it by 
the will of God in the previous creative cycle. God, in the view 
of Yoga, is thus not both the mateni^l and the instrumental cause 
of the world as the Vedanta holds. According to the Vedanta as 
explained by Bhiksu, the prakrti plays her dual part; in one part 
she remains as the eternal vehicle of the eternal knowledge and will 
of God, and through the other part she runs through an evolu- 
tionary process by producing disturbances of sattva, rajas and 


^ yogd hVivarasya jagan-nimittatvam prakflitvend*hhyupag(icchanti livaro^ 
pddheh sattva^visefasya purva~sarglya'-tat-’SarftkalpQ~vasdt sargd^dau iva-fanird- 
prakrtita utpaty-angikdrdt, Vijddnd-mrta-bhdfya, ii. i. 2. 

Dill 
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annihilated. He is non-different (or better, inseparable) from 
purusa and prakrti^ because of His being the support and the 
ground of the whole universe beginning from purusa and prakrti\ 
i.e. of the effects right down from purusa and praktri and inclusive 
of them. If like the body He had not superintended all the causal 
agencies, then the cause, like the dravya, guna^ harma^ etc., could 
not have effected any causal function {yadi hi paramd-tmd dehavat 
sarvam kdranam nd'dhitis theta tarhi dravya-guna-karma-dusadha- 
rand-khila-kriyd-rtha-mula-kdranafn na sydd itiy. If it is said that 
the sentence speaks of effectedness (or causality) as common to all 
tangible manifestations, then the idea of the previous sentence 
maintaining the identity between Brahman and the world would 
not be admissible^. 

Brahman is the upadana-kdrana of the universe, but this uni- 
verse is a parindmi-rupa of Brahman. His is not therefore the 
parindmt-rupa^ because that will contradiqt the statements made 
by the scriptures declaring the Brahman to be unchangeable 
(kufastha). Then Vijnana Bhiksu defines that God being the ulti- 
mate substratum of all, the functioning of all types of causes is 
helped in its operation by Him and it is this that is called the 
adhisthdna-karanata of God. 

Then he maintains his doctrine of jivatma-paramd-tmanor 
amsdmsy-abheda by the line **sa mdyi mdyayd baddhah karoti 
vividhds tanuh'" and says further that Ydjhavalkya-smrti and 
Veddnta-sutra also preach the same doctrine. Srtmad-bhagavad- 
gitd says the same thing. Then comes the elaboration of the same 
idea. A reference to Sankara by way of criticizing him is made®. 
Mdyd--vdda is called a sort of covert Buddhism and for support a 
passage from Padma-purdSM has also been quoted. 

Adhiffhana-kdranatva, or the underlying causality, is defined as 
that in which, essence remaining the same, new differences emerge 
just as a spark from the fire. This is also called the amsdmsi-bhdva^ 
for, though the niravayava Brahman cannot be regarded as having 
parts, yet it is on account of the emergence of different characters 
from a common basis that the characterized units are called the 
parts of the common basis. It should be noted that Vijnana Bhiksu 
is against the view that the Brahman undergoes any transformatory 

^ livara-gltd-bhdfya. MS. 

• IM. 


* llnd. 
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change. Though the Brahman does not undergo any transformatory 
change, yet new differences emerge out of it. In the sentence *^Sa 
mayt mayayd baddhah'* the idea is that the mdyd itself is an integral 
part of the Divine entity and not different from it. The mdya is like 
an amsa which is identical with the amsin. 

Though in the scriptures both the distinction and the identity 
of the individual with the Brahman have often been mentioned, yet 
it is by the realization of the difference of the individual with the 
Brahman that ultimate emancipation can be attained^. 

The self is of the nature of pure consciousness and is not in any 
way bound by its experiences. The assertion of Sankara that atmd 
is of the nature of joy or bliss is also wrong; for no one can always 
be attached to himself, and the fact that everyone seeks to further 
his own interest in all his actions does not imply that the soul is of 
the nature of bliss. Moreover, if the soul is of the nature of pure 
consciousness, it cannot at the same time be of the nature of pure 
bliss; at the time of acquiring knowledge we do not always feel 
pleasure.® 

Egoism {ahhimdna) also does not belong to the soul but like 
sukha and duhkha belongs to prakrti, which are wrongly attributed 
to the self.® The soul is, however, regarded as an enjoyer of its 
experiences of pleasure and pain, a reflection of them on it through 
the vrttiy and such a reflection of pleasure and pain, etc., through 
the vrtti is regarded as the realization {sdksdtkdra) of the experiences. 
Such an enjoyment of experiences, therefore, is to be regarded as 
anaupadhika (or unconditional). 'This is also borne out by the 
testimony of the Bhagavad-gita and Samkhya. Such an enjoyment 
of the experiences does not belong to the prakrti {sdksdtkdra’-rupa- 
dharmasya drsya-dharmatva-sambhavaty. The passages which say 
that the experiences do not belong to the purusa refer to the modi- 
fications of vrtti in connection with the experiences. The assertion 
of Sankara, therefore, that the dtman is as incapable of experiences 
(bhoga) as of the power pf acting {kartrtva) is therefore false. 

Ajndnay according to Vijnana Bhiksu, means anyathd^jnSna. 
Pradhdna is so called because it performs all the actions for the 
sake of the piirusa ; and it is through the fault of his association with 
pradhdna that the purusa is associated with false knowledge. 

' Isvara-gltd’-bhdfya. ~ Ibid, *’ Ibid» 

* Ibid, 
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The atman remains unchanged in itself and the differences are 
due to the emergence of the association of buddhi and other faculties 
which give rise to experience. At the time of emancipation jivas 
remain undifferentiated with Brahman. Prakrit, purusa, and kdla 
are ultimately supported in Brahman and yet are different from it. 

There are indeed two kinds of scriptural texts, one emphas- 
izing the monistic side, the other the dualistic. A right interpreta- 
tion should, however, emphasize the duality-texts, for if everything 
were false then even such a falsity would be undemonstrable and 
self-contradictory. If it is argued that one may accept the validity 
of the scriptural texts until the Brahman is realized and when that 
is done it matters little if the scriptural texts are found invalid, the 
reply to such an objection is that, whenever a person discovers that 
the means through which he attained the conclusion was invalid, 
he naturally suspects the very conclusion arrived at. Thus the 
knowledge of Brahman would itself appear doubtful to a person 
who discovers that the instruments of such knowledge were them- 
selves defective. 

The individual soul exists in the paramd^tman in an undif- 
ferentiated state in the sense that the paramd-tman is the essence or 
ground-cause of the jivas ; and the texts which emphasize the monistic 
side indicate this nature of paramd^tman as the ground-cause. This 
does not imply that the individual souls are identical with Brahman. 

Pleasure and pain do not belong to the self; they really belong 
to the antahkarana and they are ascribed to the self only through 
the association of the antahkarana with the self. In the state of 
emancipation the self is pure consciousness without any association 
of pleasure and pain. The ultimate end is the cessation of the 
suffering of sorrow {duhkJia-bhoga-nivrtti) and not the cessation of 
sorrow (na dahkha-nivTitih)', for when one has ceased to suffer 
sorrow, sorrow may still be there and the avoidance of it would be 
the end of other persons. The assertion of Sankara that there is bliss 
in the stage of emancipation is wrong. For during that stage there is 
no mental organ by which happiness could be enjoyed. If the self 
be regarded as of the nature of bliss, then also the self would be 
both the agent and the object of the enjoyment of bliss, which is 
impossible. The ascription of ananda in the state of emancipation 
only refers to it in a technic^ sense, i.e., dnanda means the absence 
of pleasure and pain. 
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Bhiksu admits a gradation of realities. He holds further that 
when one entity is stabler than another, the former is more real 
than the latter. Since paramd^tman is always the same and does not 
undergo any change or transformation or dissolution, He is more 
real than the prakrti or purusa or the evolutes of prakrti. This idea 
has also been expressed in the view of the Puranas that the ultimate 
essence of the world is of the nature of knowledge which is the 
form of the paramd-tman. It is in this essential form that the world 
is regarded as ultimately real and not as prakrti and purusa which 
are changing forms. 

The prakrti or mdyd has often been described as that which 
can be called neither existent nor non-existent. This has been in- 
terpreted by the Sahkarites as implying the falsity of mdyd. But 
according to Vijnana Bhiksu it means that the original cause may be 
regarded as partly real and partly unreal in the sense that while it 
is unproductive it is regarded as unreal, and when it passes through 
the course of evolutionary changes it is regarded as real {kincit 
sad-rupa kincit asad-rupd ca bhavati). 

Now coming to sadhand he says that by dgamay anumdna and 
dhyana one should attain self-knowledge. This self-realization leads 
to the asamprajndta-yoga which uproots all the vdsands. It is at- 
tained not only by the cessation of ajndna but also by the destruc- 
tion of the karmas. He also maintains that the emphasis of Sankara 
on the understanding of the Upanisadic texts as a means to the 
attainment of self-realization is also wrong. 

In the state of muktiy self having dissociated itself from the 
linga-sarira becomes one with Brahman, just as the river becomes 
one with the sea. This is not a case of identity, but one of non- 
difference {lifiga-sarlrd’-tmaka-sodasa-kala-sunyena ekatdm avi-^ 
bhdga-laksand-bhedam atyantarn vrajef). Here in the state of mukti 
the identity and difference oijiva and Brahman have been indicated 
on the analogy of the river and the sea. 

Bhiksu says that there is a difference between the Samkhya and 
Yoga regarding the attainment of emancipation. The followers of 
the Samkhya can attain emancipation only by the cessation of their 
prarabdha karmas. Since avidyd has been destroyed, the realization 
of emancipation has only to wait till the prdrabdhas exhaust them- 
selves. The followers of Yoga, however, w'ho enter into a state of 
asamprajndta-samddhi have not to suffer the fruits of the prdrabdhay 
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because being in a state of asamprqjfiSta meditation the prSrabdha 
can no longer touch them. They can, therefore, immediately enter 
into a state of emancipation at their own sweet will. 

According to Bhiksu, though livara transcends the gunas^ yet 
through his body as pure sattva he carries on the creative work and 
the work of superintending and controlling the affairs of the uni- 
verse. Though his agency is manifested through his body as pure 
sattva as a directive activity, yet it is without any association of 
passions, antipathies, etc. 

In the third chapter of the Kurma Parana it is said that pm- 
dhana, purusa and kdla emerge from avyakta, and from them the 
whole world came into being. Bhiksu says that the world did not 
emanate directly from Brahman but from pradhana^ purusa and 
kala. There cannot be any direct emanation from Brahman; for 
that would mean that Brahman undergoes a change. A direct 
emanation would imply that evil and hell also sprang from Brahman. 
The emanation of prakrti^ purusa and t^la from Brahman is ex- 
plained on the supposition that Brahman is a kind of ground-cause 
of prakrti, purusa^ and kdla {abhivyakti-kdrana or ddhdra-karana). 
But this emanation oiprakrti^ purusa and kdla is not through modi- 
ficatory processes in the manner in which curd is produced from 
milk. In the time of dissolution pra^/i and purusa are unproductive 
of any effects and may therefore be regarded as it were as non- 
existent. It is through the will of God that the prakrti and purusa 
are drawn out and connected together, and the point of motivation 
is started for the processes of modification of the prakrti. This point 
of motivation is called kdla. It is by such a course that all these 
three may be regarded as producing an effect and therefore as 
existent. It is in this sense that prakrti^ purusa and kdla are re- 
garded as brought into being by God^. 

Avyakta as God is so called because it transcends human know- 
ledge. It is also so called because it is a state of non-duality, where 
there is no difference between energy and its possessor, and where 
everything exists in an undifferentiated manner. Avyakta used in 

^ na tu tdkfdd eva hrahmaifal ^. . .atra kdla~di~traya$ya brahma-kdryaivatn 
abhivyakti-Tfipam eva vivakfitam, . , .prakrti-purufayoi ca tnahad-ddi^kdryo- 
nmukhataH ca parame-ivara-kridd anyonya-sofpyogdd eva bhavati, evaffi kdlasya 
prakrti-purufa^samyoga-’kh^a^kdiyo-nmukhatvafft parame-svare^cch ayai'va bha~ 
vati. livara-gltd^bh^a. MS. 
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the sense of prakrti is the basis of change, or change as such ; and 
pumsa denotes th^ knower. 

The parama-tman is spoken of as the soul of all beings. This 
should not, however, be taken to mean that there is only the 
paramdtman which exists and that all things are but false imposi- 
tions on his nature. The paramd^tman or Parame-svara is both dif- 
ferent and identical with kdla^ pradhana and the pumsa. The 
existence of the prakrti and the purusa has to be regarded as less 
ultimate than the existence of God, because the existence of the 
former is relative as compared with the existence of God {yikdrd- 
peksayd sthiratvena apeksakam etayos tattvam, p 44). Time is re- 
garded as an instrumental cause of the connection of prakrti and 
pumsa. Time is a superior instrumental agent to deeds, for the 
deeds are also produced by time (karma-dinam api kdla-janyatvdt). 
Though the time is beginningless, yet it has to be admitted that it 
has a special function with reference to each specific effect it pro- 
duces. It is for that reason that at the point of dissolution time does 
not produce the evolutes of mahat, etc. Mahat-tatva is in itself a 
combination of the conscious centres and the material element. 

When the word pumsa is used in the singular number, such a 
use should not be interpreted to mean a denial of the individual 
pumsas. It only means that in such instances of sciiptural texts the 
word purusa has been used in a generic sense. Purusas are also of 
two kinds — the apara and the para. Both are in themselves devoid 
of any qualities and of the nature of pure consciousness. But there 
is this difference between the para purusa and the apara purusa^ 
that while the former never has any kind of association with any 
experience of pleasure and pain, the latter may sometimes be 
associated with pleasure and pain which he at that time feels to be 
his own {anye gund^hhimdndt sagund iva bhavanti paramdtmd tu 
gund-bhimdna-sunyah, p. 46). It must be understood, however, 
that the experiencing of pleasure and pain is not an indispensable 
part of the definition of purusay for at the stage of jwan-mukti the 
purusas do not identify themselves with the experiences of pleasure 
and pain, but they are siiW purusas all the same. God, however, who 
is called the superior purusa, does not associate Himself with the 
experiences that proceed as a fruit of karma and which are enjoyed 
in a spatial-temporal manner. But God continues to enjoy eternal 
bliss in association with His own special upadhi or conditions 
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{svo-padhistha-nitya-nanda-bhoktrtvatn tu parama^tmano'pi asti). 
When the scriptural texts deny the enjoyment of the experiences 
of pleasure and pain with regard to the Supreme purusa^ the idea 
is that though the Supreme puru$a underlies the ordinary 
purusas as their ground yet he is not in any way affected by their 
experiences {ekasminn eva buddhdv avasthdnena jfva-bhogatah 
prasaktasyaparamd-tma-bhogasyaVvapratisedhah), So the Supreme 
purusa has in common with ordinary purusas certain experiences 
of his own. These experiences of pure eternal bliss are due to 
the direct and immediate reflection of the bliss in the purusa him- 
self, by which this bliss is directly and immediately experienced 
by him. By such an experience the purusas cannot be admitted to 
suffer any change. He can, however, be aware of the mental states 
of ordinary persons as well as their experiences of pleasure and 
pain in a cognitive manner (such as that by which we know external 
objects) without being himself affected by those experiences. This 
enjoyment of experience is of course due to the action of God’s 
mind through the process of reflection. 

The monism of such a view becomes intelligible when we con- 
sider that the purusa^ the mahat, the ahamkdra and all its products 
exist in an undifferentiated condition in the very essence of God. 
The ultimate purusa as the supreme cognitive principle underlies 
the very being of purusas and the faculties such as the buddhi 
and the ahamkdra^ and also all in later material products. For 
this reason, by the underlying activity of this principle all our 
cognitions become possible, for it is the activity of this principle 
that operates as the faculties of the origins of knowledge. In the 
case of the experience of pleasure and pain also, though these can- 
not subsist outside the mind and may not apparently be regarded 
as requiring any separate organ for their illumination, yet in their 
case also it is the mind, the buddhi^ that behaves as the internal 
organ. So though pleasures and pains cannot be regarded as having 
an unknown existence, yet their experiences are also interpreted as 
being due to their reflection iti the mind. 

When the mahat becomes associated with the purusa and no 
distinction is felt between it, the purusas and the original ground- 
cause, it is then that the cycle of world-existence appears. It is the 
super-consciousness of God that holds together the objective and 
the subjective principles*. The objective principle, the prakrtiy and 
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the subjective centres, the purtisas^ are held together in a state of 
non-distinction. It is this that gives rise to all experiences of 
sorrow and bondage with reference to the conscious centres. It may 
be asked how it is that the buddhi and the purusa are held in non- 
distinction instead of being distinguished from one another. The 
reply is that distinction and non-distinction are both possible ele- 
ments in the buddhi, and the function of Yoga is to destroy the 
obstruction in the way of the realization of such a mutual distinc- 
tion {yoga-dind tu pratibandha-matram apdkriyate). 

Love of God proceeds in two stages: first, from the notion of 
God as satisfying our highest needs; and, secondly, in the notion 
of Him as being one with the self of the devotee. These highest 
needs find their expression firstly in our notion of value as pleasure 
and satisfaction in our experiences; secondly, in our notion of value 
in our emancipation; thirdly, in our notion of value in the satisfac- 
tion that we achieve in our realization of the sublimity in ex- 
periencing the greatness of God {Prema ca anurdga-visesah paramd- 
•tmani ista-sddhanatd-jndndt dtmatva-jfidndc ca bhavati, istam api 
dvi-vidhatn bhogd-pavargau tan-mahima-darsano-ttha-sukham ca iti 
tad evam mdhdtmya-pratipadanasya phalam prema-laksand bhaktih). 

Maya, as identified with prakrti, should be regarded as sub- 
stantive entity. The prakrti has two elements in it, sattva and tamas. 
Through sattva, wisdom or true knowledge is produced ; through 
tamas is produced delusion or false knowledge. It is this aspect of 
prakrti as producing false knowledge that is called mdyd, Maya is 
described as being trigund-tmikd prakrti or the prakrti with thn.e 
gunas. But though the mdyd is identified with prakrti, yet this 
identification is due to the fact that the tamas side of prakrti cannot 
be taken as apart from the prakrti as a whole. When it is said in the 
scriptures that God destroys the mdyd of Yogins, it does not mean 
that the trigund-tmikd prakrti as a whole is destroyed, but only that 
the operation of the tamas side is suspended or destroyed or ceases 
only with reference to the Yogin. Mdyd is also described as that 
which cannot produce an illusion in Him on whom it has to de- 
pend for its existence, i.e. God, but that it can produce illusion or 
false knowledge in others {svd-sraya-vydmohakatve sati para- 
vydmohakatvam). 

It is further said that God creates the world by his mdyd-sakti 
as composed of the three gunas. The significance of the designation 
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mSyS in this connection implies that it is by the false identification 
of the prakrti and the puru§a that the latter evolutionary process of 
the formation of the world and world-experience becomes possible. 
The term tnaya is generally restricted to prakrti in its relation to 
God, whereas it is called avidya as a delusive agent with reference 
to individuals. 

True knowledge does not consist in a mere identification with 
Brahman as pure consciousness, but it means the knowledge of 
Brahman, his relationship v/ith pradhana^ purusa, and kdla, and the 
manner in which the whole cosmic evolution comes into being, is 
maintained, and is ultimately dissolved in Brahman; and also in the 
personal relationship that he has with the individuals, and the 
manner in which he controls them and the ultimate ways of at- 
taining the final realization. Kdla is, again, here referred to as the 
conditional upadhi through which God moves the prakfti and 
puru^a towards the evolution of the cosmic process. 

The great difficulty is to explain how God who is regarded in 
essence of the nature of pure consciousness and therefore abso- 
lutely devoid of desire or will can be the cause of the great union of 
prakrti with the purmas. The answer proposed by Bhiksu is that in 
God’s nature itself there is such a dynamization that through it He 
can continue the actualizing process and the combining activities 
of the prakrti and purusa lying dormant in Him. Though prakrti 
and purusa may also be regarded as the causes of the world, yet since 
the combination happens in time, time may be regarded primarily 
as a dynamic agent; the condition existing in God xhrough which 
He renders the union is made possible {mama svlyo bhdvah pada- 
rthah sva~bhdva upddhih tatas tasya prerandt bhagavdn a-pratihato 
mahd-yogasya prakrti-purusd-di-samyogasya isvaras tatra samarthah 
. . .prakrti-prati-'ksana-parindmdnam eva kdlo-pddhitvdt). Since 
God moves both the prakrti and the purusa through His own 
dynamic conditions, the whole universe of matter and spirits may 
be regarded as His body in the sense that they are the passive ob- 
jects of the activity of God. God is thus conceived as dancing in 
his activity among his own energies as prakrti and purusas. It may 
be argued that purufa being itself absolutely static, how can these 
be moved into activity consists of the fact that they are turned to 
the specific operations. or that they are united with the prakrti. 
Sometimes it is also suggested that the prakrti is the condition of 
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the puru^as and that the movement of the prakrti in association with 
the purusas is interpreted as being the movement of the purusas. 

In the seventh chapter of livara-gltd Brahman is defined as the 
Universal. Thus any cause may be regarded as Brahman in relation 
to its effect. So there may be a hierarchy of Brahmans as we proceed 
from a lesser universal to a higher universal. The definition of 
Brahman is: **yad yasya kdranam tat tasya brahma tad-apeksayd 
vydpakatvdty As God contains within Himself all the universals, 
He is called brahma-mdyd. God is always associated with the 
purusas. But yet His dynamic activity in association with the 
purusas consists in bringing about such an association with prakrti 
that the objects of the world may be manifested to them in the form 
of knowledge. 

T^icjiva or individual is regarded as being a part of God, the 
relation being similar to that of a son and father. When the jtvas 
dedicate all their actions to God with the conviction that if it is 
God who works through them, then virtues and vices lose their 
force and become inefficacious to cause any bondage to them. As 
all jivas are the parts of God, there is a great similarity between 
them in spite of their diversity. God exists in the just as the 
whole exists in the parts. 

Vijnana Bhiksu conceives of the adhisthana-karana as the ground 
cause, as one which in itself remains the same and yet new dif- 
ferences emerge out of it. This is also his doctrine of the part and 
the whole. The parts are thus supposed to be emergents from the 
whole which does not itself participate in any change. The relation 
is thus not organic in the sense that the dissolution of the parts 
would mean the dissolution of the whole. In the pralaya the parts 
are dissolved, yet pure Brahman remains just as it was in the stage 
of creation. So, again, when the parts are affected pleasures and 
pains are experienced, but the affection of the parts does not in- 
volve in the least the affection of the whole. Bui the whole is not 
affected by the sufferings that exist in the emergents. It is further 
stated that it is through the function of the ground-cause that the 
emergents, e.g. substance, quality and action, can express them- 
selves or operate in their specific forms. The underlying whole, the 
ground-cause, has really no parts in itself. Yet from this common 
basis various emergents of appearances as characterized units show 
themselves, and since they are seen to emerge from it they are in 
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this specific technical sense called the parts of the underlying 
ground cause. 

It will thus be seen that the Brahman, the ground-cause, always 
remains unchangeable in itself, but it is said that the Brahman is 
associated with mayd and is united by it (sa mdyt mdyayd baddhah). 
The idea is that the mdyd is an integral part of the divine entity 
and not different from it. Mdyd is like a part which is identical 
with the whole. 

Though in the scriptures both the distinction and the identity 
of the individual with the Brahman have often been mentioned, yet 
it is by the realization of the difference of the individual from the 
Brahman that the ultimate emancipation can be attained ^ 

In the Brhad-dranyaka Upanisad, n. 4. 5, it is stated that all other 
things are desired because we desire the self. Sankara infers from 
it that we are primarily attached to the self, and since all attach- 
ments imply attachment to pleasure, it follows that the self is of the 
nature of pleasure or bliss. Other things are desired only when 
they are falsely regarded as ourselves or parts of ourselves. Bhiksu 
denies this proposition. He says that firstly it is not true that wc 
are always attached to our own selves; nor, therefore, is it true that 
seeking of happiness from other sources is always the seeking of the 
selves. It is, therefore, wrong to suppose that self is of the nature 
of bliss. If the soul is of the nature of pure consciousness, it cannot 
be the nature of pure bliss. If bliss and consciousness were the 
same, all knowledge would imply pleasure, but our knowledge is 
as much associated with pleasure as with pain. Pleasure and pain, 
as also egoism {abhimdna), belong to prakrti or its product buddhi 
and are transferred through its function (vrtti) to the self, which is 
the real enjoyer and sufferer of pleasure and pain. The self is thus 
the real experiencer and the experiences therefore do not belong 
to the prakrti but to the self*. Through the operation of the sense- 
contact with the object and light the mental states arc generated. 
These mental states are called vrtti and belong to buddhi and there- 
fore to prakrti, but corresponding to each such mental state there 
is an intuition of them on the part of the purusa {vrtti-sdksdtkdra) 

‘ yady apt bhedd-hhedd-vubhav eva sruti-smrtyoruktau tathd'pi yathokta- 
bheda-jnana-rQpa-vivekad eva sarvd-bhimdna-nivrtyd sdkfdt moksah. Jsvara- 
gltd. MS. 

* sdkfdt-kdra^rupa^dhaicinasya driya-dharmatva-sambhavlt. Bhik$u*s com- 
mentary on Isvara-gltd. MS., 
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and it is this intuition that constitutes the real experience of the 
purusa. The word bhoga has an ambiguity in meaning. It some- 
times refers to the mental states and at other times to their intuition 
and it is as the former state that the bhoga is denied of the puru§a. 
The ajnSna (ignorance) in this system means false knowledge. 
When the purusa intuits the vrttis of the buddhi and thereby falsely 
regards those vrttis as belonging to itself there is false knpwledge 
which is the cause of the bondage. The intuition in itself is real, 
but the associations of the intuitive characters with the self are 
erroneous. When the self knows its own nature as different from 
the vrttis and as a part of Brahman in which it has an undifferenti- 
ated reality, we have what is called emancipation. The existence of 
the self as undifferentiated with Brahman simply means that the 
Brahman is the ground-cause, and as such an unchangeable ground- 
cause Brahman is of the nature of pure consciousness. It is in its 
nature as pure consciousness that the whole world may be regarded 
as existing in the Brahman of which the prakrti and the purusa, the 
one changing by real modifications and the other through the false 
ascription of the events of prakrti to itself, may be regarded as 
emergents. The world is ultimately of the nature of pure con- 
sciousness, but matter and its changes, and the experience itself 
are only material and temporary forms bubbling out of it. But 
since these emergent forms are real emanations from Brahman an 
over-emphasis on monism would be wrong. The reality consists of 
both the ground-cause and the emergent forms. Sankara had as- 
serted that the d lalify was true only so long as the one reality was 
not reached. But Bhiksu objecting to it says that since the monistic 
truth can be attained only by assuming the validity of the processes 
that imply duality, ultimate invalidation of the dualistic processes 
will also nullify the monistic conclusion. 



CHAPTER XXIII 


PHILOSOPHICAL SPECULATIONS OF SOME 
OF THE SELECTED PURANAS 

The readers who have followed the philosophy of the Vedanta 
as interpreted by Vijnana Bhiksu in his commentary on the Brahma- 
sutra and the Isvara-gitd section of the Karma Parana must have 
noticed that, according to him, the Vedanta was associated with the 
Samkhya and Yoga, and in support of his view he referred to many 
of the Puranas, some of which are much earlier than Sankara. 
Vijnana Bhiksu, therefore, quotes profusely from the Puranas and 
in the writings of Ramanuja, Madhva, Vallabha, Jiva Goswami and 
Baladeva we find profuse references to the Puranas in support of 
their views of the philosophy of the Vedanta. 

It is highly probable that at least one important school of ideas 
regarding the philosophy of the Upanisads and the Brahma-sutra 
was preserved in the Puranic tradition. Sankara’s interpretation of 
the Upanisads and the Brahma-sdtra seems to have diverged very 
greatly from the semi-realistic interpretation of them as found in 
the Puranas. It was, probably, for this reason that Sankara seldom 
refers to the Puranas; but since Sankara’s line of interpretation is 
practically absent in the earlier Puranas, and since the extreme 
monism of some passages of the Upanisads is modified and softened 
by other considerations, it may be believed that the views of the 
Vedanta, as found in the Puranas and the Bhagavad-gitdf present, 
at least in a general manner, the oldest outlook of the philosophy 
of the Upanisads and the Brahma-sutra. 

It seems, therefore, desirable that the treatment of the philo- 
sophy of Ramanuja and Vijnana Bhiksu should be supplemented by 
a short survey of the philosophy as found in some of the principal 
Puranas. All the Puranas are required to have a special section 
devoted to the treatment of creation and dissolution, and it is in 
this section that the philosophical speculations are largely found^. 
In the present section I shall make an effort to trace the philo- 
sophical speculations as contained in the sarga-pratisarga portions 

^ sargai ca pratisargas ca vittpio manv-antardifi ca | vcafkid-^nucantah cai'va 
purdiStafft paUca-lakfa^offt, 1* Kama Purdpa, i. la. 
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of some of the selected Puranas so as to enable readers to compare 
this Puranic philosophy with the philosophy of Bhaskara Ramanuja, 
Vijhana Bhiksu, and Nimbarka. 

The first manifestation of Brahman according to the Visnu 
Purana is purusa\ then come the other manifestations as vyaktd^ 
vyakta and kdla. The original cause of pradhana^ purusuy vyakta 
and kdla is regarded as the ultimate state of Visnu. Here then we 
find Brahma-Visnu^. 

In Visnu Purana, i. 2. ii, it is said that the Ultimate Reality is 
only pure existence, which can be described only as a position of 
an eternal existence. It exists everywhere, and it is all (this is 
Pantheism), and everything is in it (this is Panentheism) and there- 
fore it is called Vasudeva^. It is pure because there is no extraneous 
entity to be thrown away^. It exists in four forms; vyakta, avyakta, 
purusa and kdla. Out of His playful activity these four forms have 
come out^. Prakrti is described here as sadasad-atmaka^ and as 
triguna^. In the beginning there are these four categories : Brahman, 
pradhdna, purusa and kdla?, all these being different from the 
unconditional {Trikdlika) Visnu. The function of kdla is to hold 
together the purusa and the pradhana during the creational period, 
and to hold them apart at the time of dissolution. As such it {kdla) 
is the cause of sensibles. Thus there is a reference to the ontological 
synthetic activity and the ontological analytical activity of kdla^. 
(“Ontological” in the sense that kdla appears here not as instru- 
mental of the epistemological aspect of experience, but as some- 
thing “being” or “existing,” i.e. ontological.) As all manifested 
things had returned to the prakrti at the time of the last dissolution, 
the prakrti is called pratisancara^ . Kdla or time is beginningless 

' Brahman is also regarded as sraftd, Hari as paid (Protector), and Mahesvara, 
as sarnhartd. 

dpo ndrd iti proktd, dpo vai tmra sunavah 

ayanam tasya tdh purvatn tena ndrdyanah srnrtah. Manu. i. lo. 

* sarvatrd'sau samastam ca vasaty atreti i m yatah. 

tatah sa vdsudeve*tt vtdvadbhih paripathyate. Visnu Purdna, i. 2. 12. 

® Heyd-bfidvdc-ca nirmalam. Ibid. i. 2. 13. 

* vyaktatn vifnus tathd*vyaktafn purusah kdla e^ta ca i. kridato bdlakasye'va 
cestdm tasya nisdmaya. Ibid. I. 2. 18. 

* Ibid. I. 2. 19. • *• 2 - 2 *- 

’ Vtfnu Purdna, i. 2. 23. 

® Vifnolt svarQpdt parato hi tenye rupe pradhanatn purufasca vtpra 
tasyai*va tenyena dhrte viyukte rupd-di yat tad dvtja kdla^samjndm. 

Ibid. I. 2. 24. 

* Ibid. I. 2. 25. 
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and so exists even at the time of dissolution, synthesizing or 
purusa together and also holding them out as different at the time 
of creation. At that time God enters by His will into prakrti and 
purusa and produces a disturbance leading to creation ^ When God 
enters into prakrti and purusa His proximity alone is sufficient to 
produce the disturbance leading to creation; just as an odorous 
substance produces sensation of odour by its proximity without 
actually modifying . the mind^. He (God) is both the disturber 
(ksohha) or disturbed {ksobhyd)^ and that is why, through contra- 
diction and dilation, creation is produced^. Here is once again the 
Pantheistic view of God, its first occurrence being manifested 
ultimately in four main categories, all of which are, so to speak, 
participating in the nature of God, all of which are His first mani- 
festations, and also in which it is said that all is God, and so on. 
Anu mt2Ln^ jtva-tman\ Visnu or Isvara exists as the vikdra^ i.e. the 
manifested forms, the purusa and also as Brahman^. This is clear 
Pantheism. 

The commentator says that the word ** ksetrajna'* in 
ksetrajnd-dhisthdndt*' mtms purusa. But apparently neither the 
context nor the classical Sarnkhya justifies it. The context distinctly 
shows that ksetrajna means Isvara; and the manner of his adhisth- 
dtrtva by entering into prakrti and by proximity has already been 
described®. From the pradhana the mahaUtattva emerges and it is 
then covered by the pradhana^ and being so covered it differentiates 
itself as the sdttvika^ rdjasa and tdmasa mahat. The pradhana covers 
the mahat just as a seed is covered by the skin®. Being so covered 
there spring from the threefold mahat the threefold ahamkdra 
called vaikdrika, taijasa and bhutd-di or tdmasa. From this bhutd-di 
or tdmasa ahamkdra which is covered by the mahat (as the mahat 
itself was covered by pradhana) there springs through its spon- 
taneous self-modification the sabda-tanmatra^ and by the same pro- 
cess there springs from that sabda-tanmdtra the dkdsa — the gross 
element. Again, the bhutd-di covers up the sabda-tanmatra and the 
dkdsa differentiated from it as the gross element. The dkdsa^ being 
thus conditioned, produces spontaneously by self-modification the 

‘ Vi^nu Purdrui, i, 2. 29. * Ibid. i. 2. 30. 

® Ibid. I. 2. 31. ® Ibid. I. 2. 32. 

* gurjM^sdmydt tatas tasmdt kfetrajnd-dhiffhitan mune 

guvia^vyanjqna-saynbhdtih sarga-kdle dvijo-ttama. Ibid. i. 2. 33. 

® pradhdna-tattvena samaifi tvacd bljam ivd*vrtam. Ibid, 1. 2. 34. 
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spa^sa^tanmatra^ which produces immediately and directly the gross 
vayu. The bhutadi again covers up the akaia^ sabda-tanmatra^ 
sparia-tanmdtra and the differentiated vdyu which later then pro- 
duces the rupa^tanmdtra which immediately produces the gross 
light-heat {jyotiy. The sparsa^tanmdtra and the vdyu cover up the 
rupa-tanmdtra. Being thus conditioned, the differentiated gross 
jyoti produces the rasa-tanmdtra from which again the gross water 
is produced. In a similar manner the rasa~tanmdtra and the rupa^ 
tanmdtray being covered up, the differentiated gross water produces 
the gandha-tanmatraj from which again the gross earth is produced. 
The tanmdtras are the potential conditions of qualities and hence 
the qualities are not manifested there. They are, therefore, tradi- 
tionally called avisesa. They do not manifest the threefold qualities 
of the gunas as idnta, ghora and tnudha. It is for this reason also that 
they are called avisesa^. 

From the taijasa-ahamkdra the five conative and cognitive 
senses are produced. From the vaikdrika-ahamkdra is produced 
the mana^. These elements acting together in harmony and unity, 
together with the tanmdtras, ahatnkdra and mahat, form the unity 
of the universe under the supreme control of God. As the universe 
grows up, they form into an egg which gradually expands from 
within like a water-bubble ; and this is called the materialistic body 
of Visnu as Brahman. This universe is encircled on the outer side 
by water, fire, air, the dkdsa and the bhiita-di and then by the mahat 
and the avyakta, each of which is ten times as large as the earth. 
There are thus seven coverings. The universe is like a cocoanut 
fruit with various shell-coverings. In proper time, again by 
causing a preponderance of tamos, God eats up the universe in Ilis 
form as Kudra, and again creates it in His form as Brahma. He 
maintains the world in His form as Visnu. Ultimately, however, as 
God holds the universe within Him, He is both the creator and the 
created, the protector and the destroyer. 

Though the Brahman is qualitylcss, unknowable and pure, yet 

1 The commentator notes that when the dkdsa is said to produce sparse^ 
tanmdtra^ it is not the dkdsa that docs so but the bhiitd^di manifesting itself as 
dkdsa f i.e. it is through some accretion from bhdtd-di that the dkdsa can produce 
the sparsa-tanmdtra. Akdsah dkdsamayo bhuta-dth sparsa^tanmdtram sasarja. 

* See the commentary to sloka. Kiynw Purana, i. z. 44. 

® The commentator notes that the word manas here means antahkarana, 
including its four functions as manas, buddhi, citta and ahatnkdra^ 



500 Philosophical Speculations of Selected Purdnas [ch. 

it can behave as a creative agent by virtue of its specific powers 
which are incomprehensible to us. As a matter of fact the relation 
between the powers or energies and the substance is unthinkable. 
We can never explain how or why fire is hot^ The earth, in adoring 
Hari, described Him as follows: “Whatever is perceived as having 
visible and tangible forms in this world is but your manifestation. 
The ordinary people only make a mistake in thinking this to be a 
naturalistic universe. The whole w'orld is of the nature of know- 
ledge, and the error of errors is to regard it as an object. Those who 
are wise know that this world is of the nature of thought and a 
manifestation of God, who is pure knowledge. Error consists in 
regarding the world as a mere naturalistic object and not as a mani- 
festation of the structure of knowledge. 

In the Visnu Purdna^ i. 4. 50-52, it is said that God is only the 
dynamic agent (nimitta-mdtram)^ the material cause being the 
energies of the objects of the universe which are to be created. 
These energies require only a dynamic agent to actualize them in 
the form of the universe. God is here represented to be only a 
formative agent, whereas the actual material cause of the world is 
to be found in the energies which constitute the objects of the 
world, through the influence and presence of God. The com- 
mentator notes that the formative agency of God consists merely 
in his presence {sannidhya-matreinaVva)^. 

In the Visnu Purdna, i. 4, we find another account of creation. 
It is said that God in the beginning thought of creation, and an 
unintelligent creation appeared in the form of tamas^ moha^ 
mahd-moha^tdmisra and andha-tdmisra. These were the five kinds of 
avidya which sprang from the Lord. From these there came a 
creation of the five kinds of plants as vrksa^ gulma^ laid, virut and 

' Vifnu PuranOy i. 3. 1-2. 

^ yad etad driyate mUrtam, etad jnana-tmanai tava. 

bhrdnti-jndnena pasyanti jagad-rupam ayoginah. Ibid. i. 4. 39. 
jndna^srarupam akhilam jagad etad abuddhayah 
artha-svarQpam pasyanto bhrdmyante tnoha-samplave. 

Ibid. I. 4. 40. 

® nimitta-mdtram evd'sit srjydndm sarga-karmarti 

pradhdna-kdranUbhGtd yato vai srjya-iaktayah. Ibid. I. 4. 51. 
nimitta-mdtram mukivaCkam nd'nyat kincid avekfyate 
niyate tapatdffi ires f ha sva-iaktyd vastu vastutdm. Ibid. 1. 4. 52. 
sisrhsuh iakti-yuktoUau srjya-iakti-pracoditah. Ibid. i. 5. 65. 

In this passage it is hinted that the will of God and His power to create is 
helped by the energies of »he objects to be created. 
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trna (to which are to be added the mountains and the hills) which 
have no inner or outer consciousness and may be described as 
having, as it were, closed souls {samvrtd-tman). Not being satisfied 
with this He created the animals and birds, etc., called tiryak-srota. 
T he animals, etc., are called tiryagy because their circulation is not 
upwards but runs circularly in all directions. They are full of tamas, 
and are described as avedinah. The commentator notes that what 
is meant by the term avedm is that the animals have only 
appetitive knowledge, but no synthetic knowledge, i.e. cannot 
synthesise the experience of the past, the present and the future and 
cannot express what they know, and they have no knowledge about 
their destinies in this world and in the other, and are devoid of all 
moral and religious sense. They have no discrimination regarding 
cleanliness and eating; they are satisfied with their ignorance as 
true knowledge, i.e. they do not seek the acquirement of certain 
knowledge. They are associated with the twenty-eight kinds of 
vadha^. They are aware internally of pleasure and pain but they 
cannot communicate with one another'^. Then, being dissatisfied 
with the animal creation, God created “the gods” who are always 
happy and can know both their inner feelings and ideas, and also 
the external objects, and communicate with one another. Being 
dissatisfied with that creation also He created “men,” which 
creation is called arvdk-srotas as distinguished from the creation of 
gods which is called urddhva-srotas, 'I'liese men have an abundance 
of tamos and rajaSy and they have therefore a preponderance of 

‘ In the Samkhya-kdrikd^ 49, we hear of iwenty-cight vadhas. The reference 
to vddhds here is clearly a reference to the technical vtldhas of the SSrnkhya 
philosophy, where it also seems certain that at the time of Vipm Purdna the 
technical Tiamc of the Sarnkhya vddhds must have been a very familiar thing. 
It also show's that the Vtsnu Purdna w'as closely associated with the Sarnkhya 
circles of thought, so that the mere allusion to the term vadhd was sufficient to 
refer to the Sarnkhya vddhds. The Vifnu Purdna was probably a work of the third 
century a.d. ; and the Kdrikd of Isvara Krsna was composed more or less at’the 
same time. In the Mdrkandeya Purdna (Venkatesvara edition, ch. 44, \ . 20) we 
have the rending A^fldvirniad-vidhatmika In the B. i. edition of Aldrkandeya 
by K. M. Banerji we have also in ch. 47, v 20, the same reading. The reading 
vddhdnvitd occurs neither in the Mdrkandeya nor in the Padma Purdna 13, 65. 
The supposition, therefore, is that the twenty eight kinds in Mdrkandeya were 
changed into twenty-eight kinds of vadhd through the Sarnkhya influence in 
the third century. The Mdrkandeya is supposed to have been written in the first 
half of the second century n.c. It is not easy to guess w hat twenty-eight kinds of 
animal creation were intended by Markandeya. But the identification of them 
with the twenty-eight kinds ot Sarnkhya vddhd seems to be quite inap- 
propriate. 

* antah prakdsds te sarva dvrtds tu paras-param. Vifitu Put ana, i. 5. 10. 
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suffering. There are thus nine creations. The first three, called the 
unintelligent creation {avuddhi-purvaka)^ is the naturalistic creation 
of (i) mahat, (ii) the tanmdtras^ and (iii) the bhUtas, the physiological 
senses. The fourth creation, called also the primary creation 
{miikhya-varga), is the creation of plants ; fifth is the creation of the 
tiryag-srotas\ sixth the iirdha-srotas; seventh the arvdk-srotas or 
men. The eighth creation seems to be the creation of a new kind. 
It probably means the distinctive characteristic of destiny of each 
of the four creations, plants, animals, gods and men. The plants 
have, for their destiny, ignorance; the animals have mere bodily 
energy; the gods have pure contentment; and the men have the 
realization of ends. This is called the anugraha-sarga^. Then comes 
the ninth sarga, called the kaunidra-sarga, which probably refers to 
the creation of the mental children of God such as Sanatkumdra, etc. 

There are four kinds of pralayas: they are called the naimittika 
or brahma^ the prdkrtika^ the dtyantika and the nitya. The 
naimittika-pralaya takes place when Brahma sleeps; the prdkrtika 
occurs when the universe merges in prakrti ; the dtyantika-pralaya 
is the result of the knowledge of God, i.e. to say, when Yogins lose 
themselves in paramd-tman^ then occurs the dtyantika-pralaya; and 
the fourth, viz. the nitya-pralaya^ is the continual destruction that 
takes place daily. 

In the Vdyu Purdim we hear of an ultimate principle which is 
associated with the first causal movement of God. This is regarded 
as the transcendental cause {kdranam aprameyam) and is said to be 
known by various names, such as Brahman, pradhdna, prakrti^ 
prasuti (prakrti-prasuti), dtman, guha, yoni, caksus, ksetra, amrta, 

' The Vdyu Purdna, vi. 68, describes it as follows: 

sthdvarefu vipmrydsas tiryag-yonifu saktitd 
siddhd-tmdno manu^yds tu tustir devefu krtsnasaft. 

The sixth sarga is there described as being of the ghosts. 

bhutd-dikdndtn sattvdndm fofthah sargah stt ucyate. 

Ibid. VI. 58-59. 

te partgrahinah sarve samvibhdga-ratdh punah. 

khadanai cd'py aillds ca jneyd bhutd-dikds ca te. Ibid. vi. 30. 

In the Markandeya Purdna, anugraha-sarga is described as the fifth sarga. 

In the Karma Purdna^ 7. ii, these bhUtas are regarded as being the fifth 
sarga. The Kurma Pur ana describes the first creation as the mahat-sarga^ the 
second as bhuta-sarga, the third as Vaikdrike'-ndriya-sarga^ the fourth as the 
mukhya-sarga, and the fifth as tiryak-sarga. There is thus a contradiction, as the 
fifth sarga was described in the eleventh verse in the same chapter as the creation 
of ghosts. This implies the fact that probably two hands were at work at diifferent 
times, at least in the sevehth chapter of the KQrma Purdna 
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aksaray sukra, tapasy saiyaniy atiprakaia. It is said to cover round 
the second purusa. This second purusa is probably the loka-pita- 
tnaha. Through the association of time and preponderance of rajas 
eight different stages of modification are produced which are 
associated with ksetrajna}. In this connection the Vayu Purana 
speaks also of the prdkrtika, the naimittika and the dtyantika- 
pralaya^. It also says that the categories of evolution have been 
discovered both by the guidance of the sastras and by rational 
argument® and prakrti is devoid of all sensible qualities. She 
is associated with three and is timeless and unknowable in her- 

self. In the original state, in the equilibrium of gunas^ everything 
was pervaded by her as tamas. At the time of creation, being 
associated with ksetrajnay mahat emerges from her. This mahat is 
due to a preponderance of sattva and manifests only pure existence. 
This mahat is called by various names, such as manas^ mahat ^ matiy 
brahmdy pur^ buddhiy khydtiy Isvaray citiy prajha, smrtiy samvity 
vipura^. This mahaUprajiidy being stirred by desire to create, be- 
gins the work of creation and produces dharma^ adharma and other 
entities®. Since the cause of the gross efforts of all beings exists 
always as conceived in a subtle state in the mahaty it is called 
^'manas'* It is the first of all categories, and of infinite extent and 
is thus called mahdn. Since it holds within itself all that is finite 
and measurable and since it conceives all differentiations from out 
of itself and appears as intelligent purusuy by its association with 
experience it is called mati. It is called brahman since it causes all 
growth. Further, as all the later categories derive their material 
from it, it is called pur. Since the purusa understands all things as 
beneficial and desirable and since it is also the stuff through which 
all understanding is possible, it is called buddhi. All experience and 
integration of experience and all suffering and enjoyment de- 
pending upon knowledge proceed from it; therefore it is called 
khydti. Since it directly knows everything as the great Soul it is 
called Isvara, Since all sense-perceptions are produced from it, it 
is called prajnd. Since all states of knowledge and all kinds of 

^ Vayu Purcinay 3. ii, and compare the Pancar atra doctrine as elaborated in 
Ahirbudhnya, 

* Vayu Purana, 3. 23. 

^ tac-chdstra-yuktyd sva-mati-prayatndt 

samastarn dvi^krta^hl~dhrtibhyah. Ibid. 3. 24. 

It speaks of five prnmdnas. Ibid, 4. 16. 

* Ibid. 4. 25. 


® Ibid. 4. 24. 
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karman and their fruits are collected in it for determining ex- 
perience, it is called citi. Since it remembers the past, it is called 
smrti. Since it is the storehouse of all knowledge, it is called 
mahd-tman. Since it is the knowledge of all knowledge, and since 
it exists everywhere and everything exists in it, it is samvit. 
Since it is of the nature of knowledge, it is called Since 

it is the cause of all desideratum of conflicting entities, it is called 
vipura. Since it is the Lord of all beings in the world, it is called 
Isvara. Since it is the knower in both the ksetra and the 
ksetrajna, and is one, it is called ka. Since it stays in the subtle 
body [purydm sete) it is called puriisa. It is called svayambhu, 
because it is uncaused and the beginning of creation. Mahan being 
stirred up by the creative desire manifests itself in creation through 
two of its movements, conception {samkalpa) and determination 
{adhyavasaya). It consists of three gunas^ sattva^ rajas, and tamos. 
With the preponderance of rajas, ahamkdra emerged from mahat. 
With the preponderance of tamos there also emerges from mahat, 
bhutd-di, from which the bhutas and tanmdtras are produced. From 
this comes the dkdsa as vacuity which is associated with sound. 
From the modification of the bhutd-di the sound-potential (sabda- 
tanjndtra) has been produced. When the bhutadi covers up the 
sound-potential, then the touch-potential was produced. When the 
dkdsa covers up the sound-potential and the touch-potential, the 
vdyu is produced. Similarly the other bhutas and qualities are pro- 
duced. The tanmdtras are also called avisesas. From the vaikdrika 
or sdttvika-ahamkdra are produced the five cognitive and the five 
conative senses and the manas^. 

Thtst gunas w^ork in mutual co-operation, and thereby produce 
the cosmic egg like a water-bubble. PTom this cosmic egg, the 
ksetrajna called Brahma — ^also called Hiranyagarbha (the four-faced 
God) — is produced. 'Fhis god loses His body at the time of each 
pralaya and gains a new^ body at the time of a new creation^. The 
cosmic egg is covered by water, light, heat, air, dkdsa, bhutddi, 
mahat, and avyakta. The eight prakrtis are also spoken of, and 
probably the cosmic egg is the eighth cover®. 

' This is different from other accounts. No function is ascribed to the 
rdjasa ahamkdra, from which the conative senses are generally derived. 

* Vdyu Purdna, 4. 68. 

^ The passage is obscure, as it is difhcult to find out exactly what these eight 
prakrtis are. Ibid. 4. 77-78. 
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In Chapter viii it is said that rajas remains as the dynamic 
principle inherent in sattva and tamas, just as oil remains in seas 
atnwn. It is further said that Mahesvara entered the pradhana 
and purusa^ and with the help of the dynamic principle of rajas 
produced a disturbance in the equilibrium of the prakrti^. By the 
disturbance of the gunas three gods are produced, from rajas 
Brahma, from tamos Agni, and from sattva Visnu. The Agni is also 
identified with kdla or Time. 

The Vdyu Purana also describes the nature of mahesvara^-yoga^. 
This is said to be constituted of five elements or dharmas, such as 
prdndydma, dhyana, pratyahara, dharana^ and smarana. Prdndydma 
is of three kinds, manda, madhyamay and uttama. Manda is of 
twelve mdtrdSy madhyama of twenty-four, and uttama of thirty-six. 
When the vdyu is once controlled by gradual practice, then all sins 
are burnt and all bodily imperfections are removed. By dhydna 
one should contemplate the qualities of God. Then prdndydma is 
said to bring about four kinds of results: (i) sdntiy (ii) prasdntiy 
(iii) diptiy and (iv) prasdda, Sdnti means the washing aw^ay of sins 
derived from impurities from parents and from the association of 
one’s relations. Prasdnti means the destruction of personal sins, as 
greed, egotism, etc. Dipti means the rise of a mystical vision by 
which one can see past, present and future and come in contact 
with the wise sages of the past and become like Buddha. Prasdda 
means the contentment and pacification of the senses, sense-objects, 
mind, and the five vdyus. 

The process oi prdndydma beginning with dsana is also de- 
scribed. Pratydhdra is regarded as the control of one’s desires and 
dharma is regarded as the fixing of the mind on the tip of the nose, 
or the middle of the eyebrow^s, or at a point slightly higher than 
that. I'hrough pratydhdra the influence of external objects is 
negated. By dhydna one perceives oneself like the sun or the moon, 
i.e. there is an unobstructed illumination. The various miraculous 
powers that the yogi attains are called the upasargas and it is 
urged that one should always try to keep oneself free from the 
callings of these miraculous powers. The various objects of dhydna 

* It has been noted before that the creation of the material world proceeded 
from the tdtnasa aharnkoray and that of the cognitive and conative senses from 
the sdttvika ahamkdra. The rdjasa ahamkdra \vas not regarded as producing any- 
thing, but nierciy as a moment leading to disturbance of equilibrium. See also 
Vdyu Purdnoy 5. 9. * “"*5- 
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are regarded as being the elements originating from the earth, 
tnanas and buddhi. The Yogin has to take these objects one by one, 
and then to leave them off, so that he may not be attached to any 
one of them. When he does so and becomes unattached to any one 
of these seven and concentrates on Mahesvara associated with 
omniscience, contentment, beginningless knowledge, absolute 
freedom {svdtantrya)^ unobstructed power, and infinite power, he 
attains Brahman. So the ultimate object of Yoga realization is^ the 
attainment of Brahmahood as Mahesvara which is also called 
apavarga^. 

In the Markandeya Purdna^ yoga is described as a cessation of 
ajndna through knowledge, which is, on the one hand, emancipa- 
tion and unity with Brahman, and, on the other, dissociation from 
the gunas of prakrti^. All sorrows are due to attachment. With the 
cessation of attachment there is also the cessation of the feeling of 
identifying all things with oneself {mamatva)\ and this leads to 
happiness. True knowledge is that which leads to emancipation, 
all else is ajndna. By experiencing the fruits of virtues and vices 
through the performance of duties and other actions, through the 
accumulation of fruits of past karman {apurva)^ and through the 
exhaustion of certain others, there is the bondage of karma. The 
emancipation from karma, therefore, can only result from an 
opposite procedure. The prdndydma is supposed to destroy sins^. 
In the ultimate stage the yogi becomes one with Brahman, just as 
water thrown in water becomes one with it^. There is no reference 
here to chitta-vrtti-nirodha as yoga, 

Vasudeva is described here as the ultimate Brahman, who by 
His creative desire has created everything through the power of 
time. Through this power He separated the two entities of pra- 

^ There is no reference in the chapters on yoga of the Vdyu Purdna to vrtti^ 
nirodha and kaivalya. 

* There is a chapter both in the Vdyu Purdna and in the Markandeya 
Purdna on ari^ta^ similar to what is found in the Jaydkhya-zamhitd where signs 
are described by which the yogin is to know the time of his death, though the 
description of his death is entirely different from that given in the other two works. 

® jndna-pnrvo viyogo yo*jndnena $aha yoginah | sd muktir brahmand caVkyam 
anaikyam prdkrtair gunaih. [| Mdrkandeya Purdna, 39. x . 

* The method of prdnayama and other processes of yoga is more or less the 
same as that found in the Vdyu Purdna. 

® Mdrkandeya Purdna, 40. 41, 

The Mdrkandeya Purdna, in this connection, says that the yogin should know 
the approach of his death by. the signs described in ch. 40, so that ne may antici- 
pate it and may not get dispirited. 
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dhann and purusa from within Himself and connected them both. 
The first entity that emerged from prakrti in this creative process 
was mahaty from which emerged ahamkdra^ and from which again 
emerged sattva^ rajas and tamas. From tamas came the five tan^ 
mdtras and the five hhutas\ from rajas came the ten senses and the 
buddhi. From sattva came the presiding gods of the senses and the 
manas^. It is further said that Vasudeva exists in the prakrti and the 
purusas and all the effects, both as pervading through them and also 
separate from them, that is. He is both immanent and transcendent. 
Even when He exists as pervading through them, He is not in any 
way touched by.their limitations and impurities. True knowledge is 
that which takes account of the nature of all those which have 
emanated from Vasudeva in their specific forms as prakrti, purusay 
etc., and also of Vasudeva in His pure and transcendent form^. 

It should be noted that in the Padma Purana there is a mention 
of brahma-bhakti, which is either kdyika, vdeika and mdnasika or 
laukikt, vaidikt and adhyatmiki. This adhyatmiki-bhakti is further 
subdivided into the sdmkhya-bhakti and yoga-bhakti^. The know- 
ledge of twenty-four principles and of their distinction from the 
ultimate principle called purusa, as also of the relation among 
purusa and prakrti and the individual soul, is known as sdnikhya-- 
bhakti^. Practice of prdnaydma and meditation upon the Lord 
Brahma constitute the yoga-bhakti^. The term hhakti is here used 
in a very special sense. 

In Ndradlya Purana Narayana is said to be the Ultimate 
Reality, that is, if seen in theological perspective ii may be said to 
create from itself Brahma the creator, Visnu the protector and 
preserver, and Rudra the destroyer®. This Ultimate Reality has 
also been called Mahd-visnu” , It is through his characteristic 
power that the universe is created. This sakti or power is said to be 
both of the type of existence and non-existence, both vidya and 
avidya^. When the universe is seen as dissociated from Mahd- 
visnu, the vision is clearly due to avidya ingrained in us; when, on 
the other hand, the consciousness ot the distinction between the 
knower and the known disappears and only the consciousness of 

' Skanda Purana, n. 9. 24, verses i-io. * Ibid, verses 65-74. 

® Padma Parana, i. 15, verses 164-177. ' Ibid, verses 177-186. 

* Ibid, verses 187-190. *' Sdradiya Purana, i. 3. 4. 

’ Ibid, verse 9. verso 7. 
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unity pervades, it is due to vidya (it is vidya itself)^. And just as 
Hari permeates or pervades through the universe, so also does His 
sakti^. Just as the quality of heat exists by pervading, i.e. as in and 
through Agni its support, even so the sakti of Hari can never be 
dissociated from Him®. This sakti exists in the form of vyaktd- 
vyakta^ pervading the whole universe, prakrti, purusa and kdla are 
her first manifestations^. As this sakti is not separate from Maha- 
vimu, it is said that at the time of first or original creation Mahd- 
visnu, being desirous of creating the universe, becomes, i.e. takes 
the forms of prakrti^ purusa and kdla. From prakrti, disturbed by 
the presence of iht purusa^ comes out mqhaty and from mahat comes 
into existence buddhi, and from buddhty ahamkdra^. 

This Ultimate Principle has also been called Vasudeva, who is 
said to be the ultimate knowledge and the ultimate goal®. 

Sorrow or misery of three kinds is necessarily experienced by 
all beings born in the universe — and the only remedy that sets them 
free from misery is the final obtaining of the Lord (or God)'^. The 
ways to find God are two, the way of knowledge (jndna) and that of 
action {karma). This jndna springs up either from the learning of 
scriptural texts or from viveka (discriminative knowledge)®. 

^ Ndradlya Pur ana, i. 3, verses 7-9. 

* Ibid, verse 12. 

It should be distinctly noted here that the creation of the universe has been 
attributed to Hari through the upadhi avidya, which is His own sakti. The whole 
account sounds the note of the Vedanta philosophy. The following line should be 
particularly noted: 

avidyo^padhi-yogena lathe' dam akhilam jagat. Ibid. 3. 12. 

And this line should be read with the previous verse — 

vifnu-sakti-samudbhutam etat sarvam card-caram 
yasmad bhinnam idam sarvam yacce'gam yacca teugati 
upadhibhir yathd'kdio bhtnnatvena pratiyate. 

Ibid, verses lo-ii. 

® Ibid, verse 13. * Ibid, verse 17. 

® Ibid, verses 28, 31. • Ibid, verse 80. 

’ For the concept of antarydmin see verse 26 of Adhydya 3 and also verse 48 
of Adhydya 33. 

* Ndradlya Purdna, verses 4» 5- * 

utpattim pralayam caPva bhutdndm agatim gatim 
vetti vidydm avidydm la sa vdcyo bhagavdn iti 
jndna-iakti-balai’Svarya-vlrya-tejdmsy aie^atah 
bhagavac^iabda-vdcyo'yarri vind hey air guna-dibhifi 
sarvatfi hi tatra bhutdni vasanti paramd-tmani 
bhutefu vasate sdntar vdsudevas tatah smrtah. 
bhQtefu vasate sdntar vasanty atta ca tdni yat 
dhdtd vidhdtd jagatdip vdsudevas tatas smrtah. 

Ib'd. i. 46, verses 21-24. 

The attributes of Vasudeva «re described in following tour verses. It should 
also be noted that Bhagaviln means Vflsudeva. {Ibid, verse 19.) 
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yoga is also defined in the next chapter. It *s described as 
Btahtna^laya, The manas is the cause of bondage and emancipation. 
Bondage means association with sense-objects, and emancipation 
means dissociation from them. When, like a magnet, the self draws 
the mind inside and directs its activities in an inward direction and 
ultimately unites with Brahman, that is called yoga^. 

Visnu is described as having three kinds of sakti (power) : para 
or ultimate, the apard (which is identical with individual efforts), 
and a third power which is called vidya and karma^. All energies 
belong to Visnu, and it is through His energies that all living beings 
are moved into activity^. 

I'he word bhakti has also been used in another chapter in 
the sense of sraddha, and is held to be essential for all the various 
actions of life"*. 

According to the Kurma Purana it seems that God exists firstly 
as the unmanifested, infinite, unknowable and ultimate director. 
But He is also called the unmanifested, eternal, cosmic cause which 
is both being and non-being and is identified with prakrti. In this 
aspect He is regarded as para-brahman y the equilibrium of the three 
gunas. In this state the purusa exists within Himself as it were, and 
this is also called the state of prdkrta-pralaya. From this state of 
unmanifestedness God begins to assert Himself as God and enters 
into prakrti and purusa by His own inner intimate contact. This 
existence of God may be compared with the sex-impulse in man or 
woman which exists within them and manifests itself only as a 
creative impulse although remaining one and the same with them 
all the while'. It is for this reason that God is regarded as both 
passive {ksobhya) and dynamic {ksobhaka). It is therefore said that 
God behaves as prakrti by selt-contraction and dilatation. From 
the disturbed prakrti and the purusa sprang up the seed of mahaty 
which is of the nature of both pradhana and purusa {pradhana 

' dtma-prayatna-sdpek^a vd mano-gatih 

tasyd brahmani samyogo yoga ity abhidhlyate. 

Ndradlya Purdr^y 47. 7. 

There is also a description of prandyamOy yamOy and niyamay etc., from 
V. 8 to V. 20. 

* Ihtd. I. 47, verses 36-38. ® Ibid, verses 47“4Q- * ^^d. i, verse 4. 

^ Kurma Purana contains the following verse: 

maheivarah paro* vyaktai catur~vyuhah sandtanah 

anantas cd'prameyai ca niyantd sarvato-mukhah. (4. 5.) 

Two points should be noted here. Firstly, that the Ultimate Reality has been 
called Maheivara and not Vi§nu. Secondly, catur-vyQha is one of the ad- 
jectives mentioned in this verse to explain the nature of that Ultimate Reality. 
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purusat-makam). From this came into existence mahat, also called 
dtman, mati, brahma^ prabtiddhi^ khydti, Isvara^ prajndy dhrti, 
smrtiy samvit. From this mahat came out the threefold ahamkdra- 
vaikdrika^ taijasa and bhutadi (also called tdmasa ahatnkdra). This 
ahamkdra is also called abhimdnay kartd, mantd^ and dimariy for all 
our efforts spring from this. 

It is said that there is a sort of cosmic mind called martas which 
springs directly from the avyakta and is regarded as the first pro- 
duct which superintends the evolution of the tdmasa ahamkdra into 
its products^. This manas is to be distinguished from the manas or 
the sense which is the product of both the taijasa and vaikdrika 
ahamkdra. 

Two kinds of views regarding the evolution, the tanmdtras and 
the bhutaSy are given here in succession, which shows that the 
Kurma Purdna must have been revised ; and the second view, which 
is not compatible with the first, was incorporated at a later stage. 
These two views are as follows; 

(1) Bhutddi has, in its development, created the sabda-matray 
from which sprang into existence the dkasOy which has sound as its 
quality. The sparsa-mdtra was created from the dkdsay develop- 
ing itself; and from the sparsa-tanmdtra came out vdyUy which, 
consequently has sparsa as its quality. VdyUy in the state of de- 
velopment, created the rupa-mdtra from which came into existence 
jyoti (light-heat), which has colour {rupa) as its quality. From this 
jyotiy in the condition of development, sprang up rasa-mdtra (taste- 
potential), which created water, which has taste for its quality. The 
water, in the state of development, created the smell-potential 
{gandha~mdtra)y from which came into existence the conglomera- 
tion, which has smell as its quality. 

(2) Akdsa as the sound-potential covered up the touch- 
potential, and from this sprang up vdyUy which has therefore two 
qualities — the sound and touch. Both the qualities, iabda and 
sparsay entered the colour-potential, whence sprang up the vahni 
(fire), with three qualities — the sabdoy the sparsQy and the rupa. 
These qualities, viz. sabdOy sparsa and rupUy entered the taste- 
potential, whence came into existence water having four qualities 

^ manas tv avya^ta-jam pro*ktam vikarah prathamah smrtah 

yend'sau jdyate ftared bhUta-dtmi cd'nupasyati. 

Kurma Purdna, 4. 21. 
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—sabda, sparsa, rupa and rasa. These four qualities entered smell- 
potential, from which sprang into existence gross bhumi (the earth), 
which has all the five qualities of sabda, sparsa, riipa, rasa, and 
gandha. 

Mahat, ahantkara and the five tanmatras are in themselves un- 
able to produce the orderly universe, which is effected through the 
superintendence of the purusa {purusa-dhisthitatvac ca) 'and by the 
help of avyakta {avyakta-nugrahena). The universe thus created has 
seven coverings. The production of the universe, and its mainten- 
ance and ultimate dissolution, are all effected through the playful 
activity {sva-lilaya) of God for the benefit of his devotees^ 

' The God is called Narayana, because He is the ultimate support of all 
human beings : 

nardmm ayanam yasmdt tena ndrdyanas smrtah. 

Kurma Purdna, IV. 62. 



APPENDIX TO VOLUME I 

THE LOKAYATA, NASTIKA AND CARVAKA 


The materialistic philosophy known as the Lokdyata, the Cdrvdka 
or the Bdrhaspatya is probably a very old school of thought. In the 
Svetdsvatara Llpanisad a number of heretical views are referred to 
and among these we find the doctrine which regarded matter or the 
elements {bhutdni) as the ultimate principle. The name Lokdyata 
is also fairly old. It is found in Kautilya’s Artha-idstra, where it is 
counted with Samkhya and Yoga as a logical science {anviksikiy, 
Rhys Davids has collected a number of Pali passages in which the 
word Lokdyata occurs and these have been utilized in the dis- 
cussion below^. Buddhaghoso speaks of Lokdyata as a vitandd- 
vada-satthanfi, Vitanda means tricky disputation and it is defined 
in the Nydya-sutra, i. 2. 3, as that kind of tricky logical discussion 
(jalpa) which is intended only to criticize the opponent’s thesis 
without establishing any other counter-thesis {sd pratipaksa- 
sthdpand-hind vitanda), and it is thus to be distinguished from 
vada which means a logical discussion undertaken in all fairness for 
upholding a particular thesis. Yitanda, however, has no thesis to 
uphold, but is a kind oi jalpa or tricky argument which seeks to impose 
a defeat on the opponent by wilfully giving a wrong interpretation 
of his words and arguments {chala\ by adopting false and puzzling 
analogies (jdti), and thus to silence or drive him to self-contradic- 
tion and undesirable conclusions {nigraha-sthdna) by creating an 
atmosphere of confusion. But vitanda cannot then be a vada, for 
vada is a logical discussion for the ascertainment of truth, and thus 
the word vitamia-vada would be self-contradictory. Jayanta, how- 
ever, points out that the Buddhists did not make any distinction 

* Kautilya, Artha-idstra, T. i. 

* Dialogues of the Buddha, vol. i, p. i66. In recent times two Italian scholars, 
Dr Piszzagalli and Prof. Tucci, have written two works called Nditika, Cdrvdka 
Lokdyatika and Linee di una storia del Materialismn Indiana respectively in which 
they attempt to discover the meanipg of the terms ndstika, cdrvdka and lokdyata and 
also the doctrines of the sects. Most of the P§li passages which they consider are 
those already collected by Bhys Davids. 

® Abhidhana-ppadipika, v. 112, repeats Buddhaghoso’s words ** vitanda- 
sattharn vinneyam yarn tarn loAdyatam.'* 
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between a pure logical argument and a tricky disputation and used 
the same word vada to denote both these forms of argument^. This 
explains why Lokayata^ though consisting merely of vitatjddy could 
also be designated as vada in Buddhist literature. A few examples 
of this vitandd are given by Buddhaghoso in the same commentary 
in explaining the term loka-khdyikd'" (lit. “popular story,” but 
“popular philosophy” according to P.T.S. Pali Dictionary) 
— the crows are white because their bones are white, the geese are 
red because their blood is red*. Such arguments are there 
designated as being vitanda-salldpa-kathdt where salldpa and kathd 
together mean conversational talk, salldpa being derived from sam 
and lap. According to the definitions of the Nydya-sutra, 2. 18, 
these would not be regarded as instances of vitandd but oijdtiy i.e. 
inference from false analogies where there is no proper con- 
comitance, and not vitandd as just explained. Rhys Davids quotes 
another passage from the Sadda-ntti of the Af^gavamsa (early twelfth 
century) which, in his translation, runs as follows: "Loka means 
‘the common world* {hdla-loka). Lokdyata means 'dyatanti^ 
ussdhanti vdyamanti vddassadenatV \ that is, they exert themselves 
about it, strive about it, through the pleasure they take in dis- 
cussion. Or perhaps it means ‘the w'orld does not make any effort 
(yatati) by it,* that it does not depend on it, move on by it {na 
yatati na ihati vol). For living beings (sattd) do not stir up their 
hearts {cittam na uppadenti) by reason of that book {tarn hi gandham 
nissdyoLfy Now the Lokdyata is the book of the unbelievers 
{titthia-satthamyam loke vitandd-sattham uccati), full of such useless 
disputations as the following: “All is impure; all is not impure; the 
crow is white, the crane is black; and for this reason or for that** - 
the book which is known in the world as the vita^d-sattha^ of 
which the Bodhisattva, the incomparable leader, Vidhura the 
Pundit, said: “Follow not the Lokdyata, that works not for the 

^ ity uddhrtam idam kathd-trayam vat parasparn-rh ikta-laksanam 
sthfilam apy anavalokya kathyatc I'dda eka iti idkya-sisyakaih. 

Nydya-manjarJ, p. 596. 

^ Sumangala-vildsinl, i. 90, 91. 

® This translation is inexact. There is no reference to any book in the Pali 
passage; in the previous sentence there was a w'ord x)ddassadana which was 
translated as “through the pleasure they take in discussion,” whereas the literal 
translation w'ould be “by the taste {assada) ot the disputation," and here it 
means “pursuing that smell’* people do not turn their minds to virtuous 
deeds. 
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progress in merit^.” Thus, from the above and from many other 
passages from the Pali texts it is certain that the Lokdyata means a 
kind of tricky disputation, sophistry or casuistry practised by the 
non-Buddhists which not only did not lead to any useful results but 
did not increase true wisdom and led us away from the path of 
Heaven and of release. The common people were fond of such 
tricky discourses and there was a systematic science {iastra or 
satfha) dealing with* this subject, despised by the Buddhists and 
called the vitandd-sattha^, Lokdyata is counted as a science along 
with other sciences in Dighanikdya, IH. i. 3, and also in Anguttara, 
I. 163, and in the Divydvaddna it is regarded as a special branch of 
study which had a bhdsya and a pravacana (commentaries and 
annotations on it)^. 

There seems to be a good deal of uncertainty regarding the 
meaning of the word Lokdyata. It consists of two words, loka and 
dyata or ayata; dyata may be derived as d-\-yam-\- kta or from 
d+yat (to make effort) -fa either in the accusative sense or in the 
sense of the verb itself, and ayata is formed with the negative 
particle a and yat (to make effort). On the passage in the Agga- 
vamsa which has already been referred to, it is derived firstly as 
a-^yatanti (makes great effort) and the synonyms given are 
ussdhanti vdyamanti, and secondly as a-hyatanti, i.e. by which 
people cease to make efforts {tena loko na yatati na ihati vd lokd- 
yatam). But Prof. Tucci quotes a passage from Buddhaghoso’s 
Sdrattha-pakdsim where the word dyata is taken in the sense of 

* See Dialogues of the Buddha, i. i68. The translation is inexact. The 
phrase “All is impure; all is not impure “ seems to be absent in the Pali text. The 
last passage quoted from Vidhura-pandita’-jdtaka (Fausboll, vi, p. 286) which is 
one of the most ancient of the jdtakas runs as follows: “na sere lokdyatikam na* 
etam pahfidya vaddhanenn.*’ The unknown commentator describes the lokdyatika 
as ** lokaydtikan ti anattha-niswitam sagga-maggdndvn addyakam amyydmkam 
vitanda-salldpam lokdyatika-vddam na seveyya.** The Lokdyata leads to mis- 
chievous things and cannot lead to the path of Heaven or that of release and is 
only a tricky disputation which does not increase true wisdom. 

^ Rhys Davids seems to make a mistake in supposing that the word Vidaddha 
in Vidaddhavadi is only the same word as vitaitdd wrongly spelt {Dialogues of the 
Buddha, I. 167) in the Atthasdlira, pp. 3, 90, 9^, 241. The word vidaddha is 
not vitafidd but vidagdha which is entirely different from vitandd. 

® lokdyatam bhdfya-pravacanam, Divydvaddna, p. 6jo; also chandasi vd 
vydkarane vd lokdyate vd pramdna-mimdfjudydffi vd na cai-^dm dkd^pohah pra~ 
jndyate. Ibid. p. 633. 

It is true, however, that lokdyata is not always used in the sense of a technical 
logical science, but sometimes in its etymological sense (i.e. what is prevalent 
among the people, lokepi dyato lohd^yatab) as in Divydvaddna, p. 619, where we 
find the phrase ** lokdyata-ydjda-mantrefu nif^dtah.** 
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dyatana (basis), and lokdyata according to this interpretation means 
“the basis of the foolish and profane world^.** The other meaning 
of lokdyata would be lokesu dyata^ i.e. that which is prevalent 
among the common people, and this meaning has been accepted by 
Cowell in his translation of Sarva-darsana-samgraha and here the 
derivation would be from a-\-yam-\-kta (spreading over)*. The 
Amara-kosa only mentions the word and says that it is to be in the 
neuter gender as lokdyatam. It seems that there are two lokdyata 
words. One as adjective meaning “prevalent in the world or 
among the common people” and another as a technical word 
meaning “the science of disputation, sophistry and casuistry” 
{vitandd-vdda-sattham) ; but there seems to be no evidence that the 
word was used to mean “nature-lore,” as suggested by Rhys 
Davids and Franke, or “polity or political science” as suggested 
by other scholars. The Sukra-niti gives a long enumeration of the 
science and arts that were studied and in this it counts the ndstika- 
sdstra as that which is very strong in logical arguments and regards 
all things as proceeding out of their own nature and considers that 
there are no Vedas and no god*. Medhatithi, in commenting upon 
ManUj VII. 43, also refers to the tarka-vidyd of the Carvakas, and all 
the older references that have been discussed show that there was 
a technical science of logic and sophistry called the Lokdyata. 
Fortunately we have still further conclusive evidence that the 
Lokdyata-sdstra with its commentary existed as early as the time 
of Katyayana, i.e, about 300 B.c. There is a Vdrtika rule associated 
with VII. 3. 45 varnaka-tdntave upa^amkhydnam'' that the word 
varnaka becomes varnakd in the feminine to mean a blanket or a 
wrapper {prdvarana\ and Patahjali (about 150 B.c.), in inter- 
preting this vdrtika sutra^ says that the object of restricting the 
formation of the word varnaka only to the sense of a cotton or 
woollen wrapper is that in other senses the feminine form would 

' Linee di una storia del Materialismo Imiiano, p. 17. Sarattha-pakasinl 
(Bangkok), 11. 96. 

* Rhys Davids describes lokdyata as a branch of Brahmanic learning, 
probably Nature-lore, wise sayings, riddles, rhymes and theories, handed down 
by tradition, as to the cosmogony, the elements, the stars, the weather, scraps of 
astronomy, of elementary physics, even of anatomy, and knowledge of the nature 
of precious stones, and of birds and beasts and plants (Dialof^ues of the Buddha, 
I. 171). Franke translates it as " logische beweisende Naturerkiarung,” DigAn. 19. 

’ yuktir vahyasl yatra sarvam svdbhavikam matam-kasya pi tie'suarah kartd na 
vedo ndstikatfi hi tat. Sukra-nlti-sdra, iv. 3. 55. 
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be varmka or varttika (e.g. meaning a commentary) as in the case 
of the Bhaguri commentary on the Lokayata — varnikd bhdguri- 
lokdyatasya^ vartikd bhaguri lokdyatasya}. Thus it seems to be 
quite certain that there was a book called the Lokayata on which 
there was at least one commentary earlier than 1 50 b.c. or even 
earlier than 300 b.c., the probable date of Katyayana, the author of 
the vdrttika-sutra. Probably this was the old logical work on dis- 
putation and sophistry, for no earlier text is known to us in which 
the Lokayata is associated with materialistic doctrines as may be 
found in later literature, where Cdrvdka and Lokayata are identified^. 
Several sutras are found quoted in the commentaries of Kamalasila, 
Jayanta, Prabhacandra, Gunaratna, etc. from the seventh to the 
fourteenth century and these are attributed by some to Cdrvdka 
by others to Lokayata and by Gunaratna (fourteenth century) to 
Brhaspati®. Kamalasila speaks of two different commentaries on 
these sutras on two slightly divergent lines which correspond to the 
division of dhurta Carvaka and susiksita Carvaka in the Nydya- 
manjart. Thus it seems fairly certain that there was at least one 
commentary on the Lokayata which was probably anterior to 
Patanjali and Katyayana; and by the seventh century the lokayata 
or the Cdrvdka-sutras had at least two commentaries representing 
two divergent schools of interpretation. In addition to this there 
was a work in verse attributed to Brhaspati, quotations from w'hich 
have been utilized for the exposition of the Carvaka system in the 
Sarva-darsana-san^raha, It is difficult, however, to say how and 
when this older science of sophistical logic or of the art of disputa- 
tion became associated with materialistic theories and revolu- 
tionary doctrines of morality, and came to be hated by Buddhism, 
Jainism and Hinduism alike. Formerly it was hated only by the 
Buddhists, whereas the Brahmins are said to have learnt this science 
as one of the various auxiliary branches of study^. 

It is well known that the cultivation of the art of disputation is 
very old in India. The earliest systematic treatise of this is to be 
found in the Caraka-sarnhitd (first century a.d.) which is only a 

^ Pataftjali's Mahd-bh&fya on Pdnim, vn. 3. 45, and Kaiyafa’s commentary 
on it. 

* tan-ndm&ni cdrvdka-lokdyate-ty-ddlni. Gunaratna*s commentary on JSad^ 
darsana-samuccaya, p. 300. Lokdyata according to Gunaratna means those who 
behave like the common undisceming people — lokd nirvicdrdh sdmdnyd 
lokds tadvdd dcaranti sma iti lokdyatd lohdyatikd ity api. 

® Ibid. p. 307, Tattva-sa 7 pgraka\ p. 520. * Anguttara, i. 163. 
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revision of an earlier text {Agniveia-satnhitQ^ which suggests the 
existence of such a discussion in the first or the second century B.C, 
if not earlier. The treatment of this art of disputation and sophistry 
in the Nyaya-sutras is well known. Both in the Ayur-veda and in 
the Nyaya people made it a point to leam the sophistical modes of 
disputation to protect themselves from the attacks of their op- 
ponents. In the Kathd-vatthu also we find the practical use of this 
art of disputation. We hear it also spoken of as hetu^vada and copious 
reference to it can be found in the Mahdbhdrata^. In the Aiva-- 
medha-parvan of xh^Mahdbhdrata'w^htzroi hetu-^vadins or 

logicians) who were trying to defeat one another in logical disputes®. 
Perhaps the word vdkovdkya in the Chandogya Upanisad, vii. i. 2, 
VII. 2. I, VII. 7. I, also meant some art of disputation. Thus it seems 
almost certain that the practice of the art of disputation is very old. 
One other point suggested in this connection is that it is possible 
that the doctrine of the orthodox Hindu philosophy, that the 
ultimate truth can be ascertained only by an appeal to the scriptural 
texts, since no finality can be reached by arguments or inferences, 
because what may be proved by one logician may be controverted 
by another logician and that disproved by yet another logician, can 
be traced to the negative influence of the sophists or logicians who 
succeeded in proving theses which were disproved by others, whose 
findings were further contradicted by more expert logicians®. There 
were people who tried to refute by arguments the Vedic doctrines 
of the immortality of souls, the existence of a future world either 
as rebirth or as the pitr-ydna or the deva-ydna, the efficacy of the 
Vedic sacrifices and the like, and these logicians or sophists 
{haitukd) who reviled the Vedas were called ndstikas. Thus, Manu 
says that the Brahmin who through a greater confidence in the 
science of logic {hetu-sdstra) disregards the authority of the Vedas 
and the smrti are but ndstikas who should be driven out by good 


' Mahdhhdrata, ill. 13034, v. 1983; xiu. 789, etc. 

2 Ibid. XIV. 85. 27. 

® Compare Brahma-sutra “ tarka-pratisihanad apy anyathd-numdnam iti ced 
evatn apt avimoksa-prasangah.*' ii. 1. ii. 

Sankara also says : yasmdn nirdgamdh purufo-prekfd-matra-nibandhandh 
tarkdh a pratifthitd bhavanti utpreksdydh nirankuiatvdt kair apy utprekfitOfi 
santah tato'nyair dbhdsyante iti na pratisthitatvarp tarkdnam sakyam asrayitum, 

Vfleaspati, commenting on the commentary of Sankara, quotes from Vdkya- 
padlya: yatnend* numito' py arthah kusalair anumdtrbhib abkiyuktatarair anyair 
anyathai *vo*papddyate. 
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men^. The BhSgmata-purQw again says that one should neither 
follow the Vedic cult, nor be a heretic {pasandi, by which the 
Buddhists and Jains were meant), nor a logician (haituka) and take 
the cause of one or the other party in dry logical disputations^. 
Again, in Manu^ iv. 30, it is said that one should not even speak 
with the heretics {pdsandino\ transgressors of caste disciplines 
(vikarmasthdn)y hypocrites (vaidala-vratika), aouble-dcalers and 
sophists {haitukaY. These haitukas, sophists or logicians thus in- 
dulged in all kinds of free discussions and controverted the Vedic 
doctrines. They could not be the Naiyayikas or the Mimarnsists 
who were also sometimes called haituka and tarki because they 
employed their logical reasonings in accordance with the Vedic 
doctrines*. Thus we reach another stage in our discussion in which 
we discover that the haitukas used sophistical reasonings not only 
in their discussions, but also for repudiating the Vedic, and pro- 
bably also the Buddhistic doctrines, for which they were hated both 
by the Vedic people and the Buddhists; and thus the sophistical or 
logical science of disputation and criticism of Vedic or Buddhistic 
doctrines grew among the Brahmanic people and was cultivated hy 
the Brahmins. This is testified by Manu, ii. ii, where Brahmins 
are said to take this hetu-sdstray and this also agrees with Anguttaray 
I. 163, and other Buddhistic texts. 

But who were these ndstikas and were they identical with the 
haitukas} The word is irregularly formed according to Panini’s 
rule, IV. 460 {asti-ndsti-distam matih), Patanjali, in his commentary, 
explains the word dstika as meaning one who thinks “it exists** and 
ndstika as one who thinks “it does not exist.** Jayaditya, in his 
Kdsikd commentary on the above sutray explains dstika as one who 
believes in the existence of the other world {para-loka)y ndstika as 
one who does not believe in Its existence, and distika as one who 
believes only what can be logically demonstrated®. But we have the 

^ yo'vamanyeta te mUle hetu-idstrd-sraydd dvijah | sa sadhubhir vahU-kdryo 
ndstiko veda-nindakah, Manu, ii. ii. 

* veda~vdda~rato na sydn na pdfand ina haitukah | sufka~vdda-vivdde na 
kan cit pakfam samdsrayet. Bhdgavatay xr. i8. 30. 

’ Medhatithi here describes the haitukas as ndstikasy or those who do not 
believe in the future world (para-loka) or in the sacrificial creed. Thus he says, 
haitukd ndstika ndsti paralokoy ndsti dattaniy ndsti hutam ity evam sthita-prajhdh. 

* Manuy XII. iii. 

* paralokah astVti yasya matir asti sa dstikahy tadviparito ndstikah; pramd- 
9d^nupdtinl yasya matih sa diffikah. KdHkd on Pacini, iv. 4. 60. Jayaditya lived 
in the first half of the seventh century. 
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definition of ndstika in Manu*s own words as one who controverts 
the Vedic doctrines {veda-nindaka}). Thus the word ndstika means, 
firstly, those who do not believe in the existence of the other world 
or life after death, and, secondly, those who repudiate the Vedic 
doctrines. These two views, however, seem to be related to each 
other, for a refusal to believe in the Vedic doctrines is equivalent to 
the denial of an after-life for the soul and also of the efficacy of the 
sacrifice. The ndstika view that there is no other life after the 
present one and that all consciousness ceases with death seems to be 
fairly well established in the Upanisadic period; and this view the 
Upanisads sought-to refute. Thus, in the Katha Naciketa 

says that there are grave doubts among the people whether one does 
or does not exist after death, and he was extremely anxious to have 
a final and conclusive answer from Yama, the lord of death®. 
Further on Yama says that those who are blinded with greed think 
only of this life and do not believe in the other life and thus con- 
tinually fall victims to death®. Again, in the Brhad-aranyaka 
Upanisad (ii. 4. 12, iv. 5. 13) a view is referred to by Yajnavalkya 
that consciousness arises from the elements of matter and vanishes 
along with them and that there is no consciousness after death®. 
Jayanta says in his Nydya-manjari that the Lokdyata system was 
based on views expressed in passages like the above which repre- 
sent only the opponent’s (purva-paksa) view*. Jayanta further states 
in the same passage that no duties are prescribed in the lokdyata; 
it is only a work of tricky disputation {vaitandika-kathai*vd*sau) and 
not an dgamafi. 

References to the ndstikas are found also in the Buddhist litera- 


^ Manu, II. IX. Medh 9 tithi in explaining ndstika* -krdntam (Manu, viii. 22) 
identifies ndstikas with lokdyatas who do not believe in the other world. Thus 
he says, yathd ndstikaih para-lokd^pavddibhir lokayatikd-dyoir dkrdntam. But in 
Manu, XV. 163, ndstikya is explained by him as meaning the view that the Vedic 
doctrines are false: veda-pramdnakdndm arthdndm mithydtvd^dhyavasdyasya 
nastikya-sabdena pratipddanam. 

‘ ye'yam prete vicikitsd manufye asa'ty eke nd'yam asa'ti cafke, etad-vidydm 
anuHftas tvayd*ham vardndm esa varas trtiyah. Katha, i. 20. 

^ na sdmpardyah pratibhdti bdlam pramddy-antam vitta-mohena mudham; ayoffi 
loko ndsti para iti mdnl punah punar vasam dpadyate me. Ibid. 11. 6. 

* vijndna-ghana eva etebhyah bhutebhyo samutthdya tdny evd* nuvinaiyati, na 
pretya samjnd*sti ity are bravlmi. Brhad-dranyaka, 11. 4. 12. 

^ tad evam pQrva-pak^a-vacana-mQlatvdt lokdyata-sdstram apt na svatantram. 
Nydya^mahjari, p. 271, V.S. Series, 1895. 

* nahi lokdyate kin cit kartavyam upadisyate vaita^ika‘kathai*va*san na 
punaft kai cid dgamah. Ibid. p. 270. 
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ture. The P.T.S. PiUi Dictionary explains the meaning of the word 
natthika as one who professes the motto of ^'natthiy^ a sceptic, 
nihilist, and natthika^ditfki as scepticism or nihilistic view. It may, 
however, seem desirable here to give brief accounts of some of the 
heretics referred to in Buddhistic literature who could in some 
sense or other be regarded as sceptics or nihilists. Let us first take 
up the case of Purana Kassapa described in Dtgha Nikdya, ii. i6, 
17. Buddhaghoso,. in commenting on the Dtgha Nikaya.i i. 2, in 
his SumaAgala-vilasiniy says that, in a family which had ninety-nine 
servants, Kassapa was the hundredth servant and he having thus 
completed {purana) the hundredth number was called by his master 
purana (the completer), and Kassapa was his family name. He fled 
away from the family and on the way thieves robbed him of his 
cloth and he somehow covered himself with grass and entered a 
village. But the villagers finding him naked thought him to be a 
great ascetic and began to treat him with respect. From that time 
he became an ascetic and five hundred people turned ascetics and 
followed him. King Ajatasatru once went to this Purana Kassapa 
and asked him what was the visible reward that could be had in this 
life by becoming a recluse, and Purana Kassapa replied as follows: 
“To him who acts, O king, or causes another to act, to him who 
mutilates or causes another to mutilate, to him who punishes or 
causes another to punish, to him who causes grief or torment, to 
him who trembles or causes others to tremble, to him who kills a 
living creature, who takes what is not given, who breaks into houses, 
who commits dacoity, or robbery, or highway robbery, or adultery, 
or who speaks lies, to him thus acting there is no guilt. If with a 
discus with an edge sharp as a razor he should make all the living 
creatures on the earth one heap, one mass of flesh, there would be 
no guilt thence resulting, no increase of guilt would ensue. Were he 
to go along the south bank of the Ganges giving alms and ordering 
gifts to be given, offering sacrifices or causing them to be offered, 
there would be no merit thence resulting, no increase of merit. In 
generosity, in self-mastery, in control of the senses, in speaking 
truth, there is neither merit, nor increase of merit. Thus, Lord, did 
PQrana Kassapa, when asked what was the immediate advantage in 
the life of a recluse, expound his theory of non-action {ahmyarnyy 
This theory definitely repudiates the doctrine of karma and holds 
^ DUdofiuei of the Buddha, i. 69-70. 



The LokayatUs Ndstika and Cdrvdka 521 

that there is neither virtue nor vice and thus no action can lead to 
any fruit^. This is what is here called the doctrine of akiriya and it 
is in a way an answer to the question what may be the visible re- 
ward in this life of being a recluse. Since there is neither virtue nor 
vice, no action can produce any meritorious or evil effect — this is 
one kind of natthikavada. But it is wrong to confuse this akiriya^ 
doctrine with the doctrine of inactivity (akaraka-vada) attributed 
to Samkhya by Sllahka in his commentary on Sutra-krtdnga-sutray 
I. I. 13. That akdraka doctrine refers to the Samkhya view that the 
souls do not participate in any kind of good or bad deeds®. 

Let us now turn to another nihilistic teacher, viz. Ajita Keia- 
kamball. His doctrines are briefly described in Dtgha, ii. 22-24, 
where Ajita says: “There is no such thing as alms or sacrifice or 
offering. There is neither fruit nor result of good or evil deeds. 
There is no such thing as this world or the next {n'atthi ayam loko 
na pare loko). There is neither father nor mother, nor beings 
springing into life without them. There are in the world no recluses 
or Brahmins who have reached the highest point, who walk per- 
fectly and who, having understood and realized, by themselves 
alone, both this world and the next, make their wisdom known to 
others. A human being is built up of the four elements; when he 
dies the earth in him returns and relapses to the earth, the fluid to 
the water, the heat to the Are, his wind to the air, and his faculties 
pass into space. The four bearers, with the bier as the fifth, take the 
dead body away; till they reach the burning ground men utter 
eulogies, but there his bones are bleached and his offerings end in 
ashes. It is a doctrine of fools, this talk of gifts. It is an empty lie, 
mere idle talk, when men say there is profit therein. Fools and wise 
alike, on the dissolution of the body, are cut off, annihilated and 
after death they are not.*'^ Ajita Kesakambali was so called because 
he used to wear a garment made of human hair which was hot in 
summer and cold in winter and was thus a source of suffering.^ 
It is easy to see that Ajita Kesakambali’s views were very similar to 

^ Buddhaghoso, in conunenting on it says, sahhathdpi pdpapunndnam 
kifiyam eva pafikkhipati. Sumangala-vildsinlf 1. 160. 

* This has been interpreted by Dr Barua as representing the doctrine of 
Parana Kassapa, which is evidently a blunder. Prebuddhistic Indian Philosophy^ 
Calcutta, 1921, p. 279. 

^ hdU ca paidite kdyassa bhedd ucchijjanti vinassanti, na honti param marasfd 
ti. Dlgha, II. 23. Dialogues of the Buddha, pp. 73*74- 

^ Sunushgala-vildsifa, i. I44- 
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the views of the Carvakas as known to us from the fragments pre- 
served as quotations and from accounts of them given by other 
people. Thus, Ajita did not believe in the other world, in virtue or 
vice, and denied that karmas produced any fruits. He, however, 
believed in the view that the body was made up of four elements, 
that there was no soul separate from the body, that with the de- 
struction of the body everything of this life was finished, and that 
there was no good in the Vedic sacrifices. 

I.,et us now turn to the doctrine of Makkhali Gosala or Mankhali- 
putta Gosala or Makkhali Gosala who was a contemporary of the 
Buddha and Mahavira. Buddhaghoso says that he was bom in a 
cow-shed (go-sala). As he grew up he was employed as a servant; 
while going in the mud to bring oil he was cautioned by his master 
to take care not to let his feet slip {mdkhali) in the mud ; but in spite 
of the caution he slipped and ran away from his master, who, 
following him in a rage, pulled the ends of his dhoti^ which was left 
in his hands, and Makkhali ran away naked. Thus left naked he 
afterwards became an ascetic like Parana Kassapa^ According to 
the Bhagavati-sutra, xv. i, however, he was the son of Makkhali 
who was a mankha (a mendicant who makes his living by show- 
ing pictures from house to house) and his mother’s name was 
Bhadda. He was bom in a cow-shed and himself adopted the pro- 
fession of a mankha in his youth. At his thirtieth year he met 
Mahavira and after two years he became his disciple and lived with 
him for six years practising penances. Then they fell out, and Mak- 
khali Gosala, after practising penances for two years, obtained his 
Jina-hood while Mahavira became a Jina two years after the attain- 
ment of Jina-hood by Gosala. After this Gosala continued to be a Jina 
for sixteen years and Mahavira^ met him at the end of that period in 
Savatthi where there was a quarrel between the two and Gosala 
died through fever by the curse of Mahavira Hoernli shows in his 
edition of the text and translation of UvdsagadasdOy pp. iio -iii, 
that Mahavira died in 450-451 b.c. at the age of 56. Makkhali was 
the founder of the Ajtvaka sect. Afivakas are mentioned in the 
rock-hewn cave (which was given to them) on Barabar hills near 
Gaya, in the seventh Pillar Edict of Asoka in 236 b.c. and in the 
rock-hewn caves on Nagarjuni hill in 227 B.c. in the reign of 
Asoka’s successor Da^aratha. They are also mentioned in the 

^ Sumang»2la^viiasiray i. 143, 144. 
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Brhaj-jdtaka (xv. i) of Varaha Mihira in the middle of the sixth 
century a.d. Silanka (ninth century) also refers to them in his 
commentary on the Sutra-krtdnga-sutra (i. i. 3. 12 and i. 3. 3. ii), 
in which the Ajivakas are mentioned along with Trai-rdsikas as 
being followers of Makkhali Gosala^. Halayudha also mentions the 
djtvas as being the same as the Jains in general ; but does not dis- 
tinguish the nirgranthas from the Digambaras or identify the latter 
with the Ajivakas as Hoernle says in his article on the Ajivakas. 
Hoernle further points out in the same article that in the thirteenth- 
century inscriptions on the walls of the Perumal Temple at Poygai 
near Virinchipuram reference is made to the taxes imposed on the 
Ajivakas by the Chola king Rajaraja in the years a.d. 1238, 1239, 
1243 ^259. Thus it is clear that the Ajivaka school of Makkhali 

which was started by Makkhali in the fifth century b.c. continued 
to exist and spread not only in North India but also in South India, 
and other schools also have developed out of it such as the Trau 
rdsikas. Panini’s grammar has a rule (iv. i . 1 54), maskara-maskarinau 
venuparivrdjakayoh, which signifies that maskara means a bamboo 
and maskarin a travelling ascetic. Patanjali, however, in com- 
menting on it, says that maskarins were those who advised the non- 
performance of actions and held that cessation {sdnti) was much 
better {mdskrta karmdni sdntir vah sreyast itydha ato maskariparivrd^ 
jakah). The word, therefore, docs not necessarily meznekadandins or 
those who bore one bamboo staff. The identification of Makkhali with 
maskarins is therefore doubtful^. It is also very doubtful whether 
the Ajivakas can be regarded as the same as Digambara Jains, as 
Hoernle supposes, for neither Varaha nor Bhottolpala identifies the 
Ajivakas with the Jains, and Silanka treats them as different and 
not as identical^. Halayudha also does not speak of the Digambaras 

^ The Trai-rdsikas are those who think that the self by good deeds becomes 
pure and free from karma and thus attains mok^a, but seeing the success of its 
favourite doctrines it becomes joyous and seeing them neglected it becomes 
angry, and then being born again attains purity and freedom from karma by the 
performance of good deeds and is again born through joy and antipathy as be- 
fore. Their canonical work is one containing twenty-one sUtras. In commenting 
on I. 3. 3. 1 1 Silanka mentions also the Digambaras along with the Ajivakas , but 
it does not seem that he identifies them in the way Hoernle states in his scholarly 
article on the Ajivakas in the Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics. The exact 
phrase of Sllfthka is djlvaka-dlndrp para-tlrthikdndrn digamvardndni ca asad- 
dcaranair upaneyd. 

* Hoernle, in his article on the Ajivakas in the Encyclopaedia of Religion and 
Ethics t says: '‘From this fact that Gos&la is called MakVhaliputta or Mankhali 
(Maskarin), i.e. the man of the bamboo staff, it is clear that originally he belonged 
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as Ajivakas^. It is, therefore, very doubtful whether the Ajivakas 
could be identified with the Digambara Jains unless by a confusion 
in later times, probably on account of the fact that both the Digam-- 
baras and the Ajivakas went about naked^. 

The fundamental tenet of Go^ala appears in more or less the 
same form in Uvasagadasao^ i. 97, 115, 11. iii, 132, Samyutta 
Nikdya, ill. 210, Anguttara Nikdya^ i. 286 and the Dtgha Nikdya^ 
II. 20. In the last-mentioned work Gosala is reported to say to king 
Ajata^atru: “There is no cause for the sufferings of beings; they 
therefore all suffer without any cause; there is no cause for the 
purity {visuddhi) of beings; they all become pure without any cause; 
there is no efficiency in one’s own deeds or in the deeds of others 
(jCatthi atta~kdre na'tthi parakdre) or in one’s free efforts {purisa- 
kdre)\ there is no power, no energy, no human strength or heroic 
endeavours {pardkkama)\ All vertebrates {sabbe sattd)^ all animals 
with one or more senses {sabbe pdnd)^ all lives emanating from eggs 
or ovaries (sabbe bhutd)^ all vegetable lives, are without any power 
or efficiency. They become transformed in various forms by their 
inherent destiny, by their manifestation in various life-forms, and 
by their different natures (niyatusangatubhava-parinati), and it is 
in accordance with their six kinds of life-states that they suffer 
pains and enjoy pleasures.” Again, in the Sutra-krtdnga sutra^ ii. 
6. 7, Gosala is reported to say that there is no sin for ascetics in 
having intercourse v/ith women*. These doctrines of Gosala 

to the class of eka-dandins (or dandin) ascetics; and» though he afterwards joined 
Mah 3 vlra and adopted his system, he held some distinguishing tenets of his own, 
and also retained his old distinguishing mark, the bamboo staff.** This is all very 
doubtful, for firstly mankha and maskarin cannot be identified; secondly, mankka 
means a beggar who carried pictures in his hands — mankhai citra-phalaka-vyagra- 
karo bhikfuka-viiefah (Abhayadeva Suri’s comment on the Bhagavatl’-sUtra, 
p. 662. Nirnaya Sagara ed.). GosSla’s father was a mankha and his name was 
Mankhali from which GosSla w%s called Makkhaliputta. Both Jacobi {Jaina 
SatroSt II. 267 footnote) and Hoernl6 {Ajlvaka^ Encyclopaedia of Religion and 
Ethics, p. 266) are here wrong, for the passage referred to is Sll 3 hka*s com- 
mentary on SUtra-krtdiiga^sUtra, III. 3. 11 {djlvakd-dlnam para-tlrthikdndtfi 
diganward^am ca), and the “ ca ** in the passage which is to be translated as ** and '* 
and not as “or** distinguishes the Ajfvakas from the Digamvaras. 

^ nagnd po dig’-vdsdh kpapatfah iranuxrtai ca jlvako jainah, djivo mala-dhdri 
nirgranthah kathyaie padbhUi. ii. 190. 

^ Divydvaddna, p. 427, refers to an episode where a Buddha image was dis- 
honoured by a nirgrantha and in consequence of that 8000 Ajivakas were killed 
in the city of Pundravardhana. Dr Barua also refers to this passage in his small 
work, The Ajfvakas, 

’ As Buddhaghoso says, these are all merely specifications of purtfa-kdra 
(sarvawa purifa^kdra-viv*ecamm eva), Sumadgala-vildsirtf, ii. 20. 

^ There is another passage in the SUira-krtddga^sfUra, iii. 4. 9 {evamege u 
asattha paspfovanti andriyd; itthitdsam gayd bdld jinasdsana-pardmmuhdt), where 
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interest us only so far as they may be considered similar to the 
other nastika teachings. But unlike other nastikasy Gosala believed 
not only in rebirths but also introduced a special doctrine of re- 
animation^ Several other doctrines which are not of philosophical, 
ethical or eschatological interest but which refer only to Ajivaka 
dogmatics are related both in the Dtgha Nikdya, ii. 20, and in the 
Bhagavati-sutra, xv, and have been elaborately dealt with by 
Hoernl6 in his article on the Ajivaka and his translation of the 
Uvasagadasao. The two important points that we need take note of 
here are that the Ajivakas who were an important sect did not be- 
lieve in the efficiency of our will or our karma and regarded sex- 
indulgence as unobjectionable to recluses. Other heretics are also 
alluded to in the Sutra-krtdnga sutra, i. nr. 4. 9-i4» where they also 
are alluded to as having similar tendencies*. Thus it is said : “ Some 
unworthy heretics, slaves of women, ignorant men who are averse 
to the Law of the Jainas, speak thus: ‘As the squeezing of a blister 
or boil causes relief for some time, so it is with (the enjoyment of) 
charming women. How could there be any sin in it? As a ram 

it is said that some wrongdoers and others who belong to the Jaina circle have 
turned their faces from the laws imposed upon them by Jina and are slaves of 
women. Hoernl^ says {Ajivaka^ Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics^ p. 261) that 
this passage refers to the followers of Gos’ 211 a. But there is no evidence that it is 
80, if at least we believe in Silahka’s commentary. Sil^nka explains **ege** or 
**eke** as bauddha^visefd nila-patadayah ndthci-vadika-mandala-pravifta vJ 
iaiva^iesdh and pasattha as sad-anufthanat pdrh'e tifthanti iti parsvasthdh 
sva^yuthyd vd pdrsvasthd-vasanna-kusa 4 d-dayah strl-parifaha-pardjitdh. Thus, 
according to him, it refers to some Buddhists wearing blue garments, the 
ndtha-vddins, the Saivas, or some Jains with bad characters, or bad people in 
general. 

^ Gosala thought that it was possible that one person’s soul could reanimate 
other dead bodies. Thus, when he was challenged by Mahavira, who forbade his 
disciples to hold any intercourse with him, he is reported to have said that the 
Makkhaliputta Gosala who was the disciple of Mahavira was long dead and born 
in the abode of the gods while he was in reality Udayi-kundiyayanlya, who in the 
seventh and the last change of body through reanimation had entered Gosala’s 
body. According to Gosala, a soul must finish eighty-four thousand mahd-kalpas 
during which it must be born seven times in the abode of the gods and seven 
times as men, undergoing seven reanimations, exhausting all kinds of karmas. 
See Bhagavati-sUtrat xv. 673, Nirijaya Sagaraed. See also HoernljS’s two Ap- 
pendices to his translation of Uvdsagadasao and the article on Ajlvika, Encyclo- 
paedia of Religion and Ethics, p. 262. A mahd-kalpa is equal to 300,000 saras and 
one Sara is the time required to exhaust the sands of the seven Ganges (each 
Ganges being 500 yojanas or 2250 miles in length, 2^ miles in breadth, and 
50 dhanus or 100 yards in depth), at the rate of putting 100 years for the removal 
of one grain of sand. See ibid,\ also Rockhill’s Appendix 1 to his Life of the 
Buddha, 

* According to Sllahka they were a sect of Buddhists wearing blue garments, 
Saivas, the Nflthas, and some degraded Jains also. 
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drinks the quiet water, so it is with (the enjoyment of) charming 
women. How can there be any sin in it? * So say some unworthy 
heretics who entertain false doctrines and who long for pleasures 
as the ewe for her kid. Those who do not think of the future but 
only enjoy the present will repent of it afterwards when their life 
or their youth is gone^.** 

Again, some heretics (identified by Sllanka with the Lokayata) 
are reported in the Sutra-krtdnga-sutra^ ii. i. 9-10, as instructing 
others as follows: Upwards from the sole of the feet up to the 
bottom of the tips of hair and in all transverse directions the soul 
is up to the skin ; so long as there is the body there is the soul and 
there is no soul apart from this body, so the soul is identical with 
the body; when the body is dead there is no soul. When the body 
is burnt ifo soul is seen and all that is seen is but the white bones. 
When one draws a sword from a scabbard, one can say that the 
former lies within the latter, but one cannot say similarly of the soul 
that it exists in the body; there is in reality no way of distinguishing 
the soul from the body such that one may say that the former exists 
in the latter. One can draw the pith from a grass stalk, or bones 
from flesh or butter from curd, oil from sesamum and so forth, but 
it is not possible to find any such relation between the soul and the 
body. There is no separate soul which suffers pains and enjoys 
pleasures and migrates to the other world after the death of the 
body, for even if the body is cut into pieces no soul can be per- 
ceived, just as no soul can be perceived in a jug even when it is 
broken to pieces, whereas in the case of a sword it is found to be 
different from the scabbard within which it is put. The Lokdyatas 
thus think that there is no fault in killing living beings, since 
striking a living body with a weapon is like striking the ground. 
These Lokdyatas^ therefore, cannot make any distinction between 
good and bad deeds as they do not know of any principle on which 
such a distinction can be made, and there is thus no morality ac- 
cording to them. Some slight distinction is made between the 
ordinary nihilists and the haughty nihilists {pragalbha ndstika) who 
say that if the soul was different from the body then it would have 
some specific kind of colour, taste or the like, but no such separate 
entity is discoverable, and therefore it cannot be believed that there 
is a separate soul. The Sutta-krtaAga-sutra^ ii. i. 9 (p. 277), speaks 

^ See Jacobi’s translation ot' SQtra^krtd^aslUra, Jaina SUtras^ 11. 270. 
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of these Pragalbha Nastikas as renouncing (ntskramya) the world 
and instructing other people to accept their doctrines. But Sllahka 
says that the Lokayata system has no form of initiation and thus 
there cannot be any ascetics of that school ; it is the ascetics of other 
schools such as the Buddhists who sometimes in their ascetic stage 
read the Lokayata^ became converted to lokdyataviewSy and preached 
them to others^. 

After the treatment of the views of the lokayata nastikas the 
Sutra-krtanga-sGtra treats of the Samkhyas. In this connection 
Sllahka says that there is but little difference between the lokayata 
and the Samkhya, for though the Samkhyas admit souls, these are 
absolutely incapable of doing any work, and all the work is done by 
prakrti which is potentially the same as the gross elements. The 
body and the so-called mind is therefore nothing but the combination 
of the gross elements, and the admission of separate purusas is only 
nominal. Since such a soul cannot do anything and is of no use 
{akimcitkard)y the Lokayatas flatly deny them. Silahka further says 
that the Samkhyists, like the LokayatikaSy do not find anything 
wrong in injuring animal lives, for after all the living entities are 
but all material products, the so-called soul being absolutely in- 
capable of taking interest or part in all kinds of activities^. Neither 
the nastikas nor the Sanikhyists can, therefore, think of the dis- 
tinction between good and bad deeds or between Heaven and Hell, 
and they therefore give themselves up to all kinds of enjoyments. 
Speaking of the lokayata nastikaSy the Sutra^-krtafiga-sutras say as 
follows; “Thus some shameless men becoming monks propagate 
a law of their own. And others believe it, put their faith in it, adopt 
it (saying) : 'Well you speak the truth, O Brahmana (or) O Sramana, 
we shall present you with food, drink, spices and sweetmeats, with 
a robe, a bowl, or a broom.* Some have been induced to honour 
them, some have made (their proselytes) to honour them. Before 
(entering an order) they were determined to become Sramanas, 

^ yady api lokdyatikdndm ndsti dlkfddikatn tathd'pi aparena idkyd^dind 
Pravrajyd^vidhdnena pravrajyd pasedt lokuyatikam adhlydnasya tathdvidha- 
parinateh tad evd*bhirucitam^ SllSnka’s commentary on the Sutra^kj'tdnga^sUtra, 
p. 280 a (Niririaya Sagaraed). 

In pp. 280-28 1 Sllahka points out that the Bhdgavatas and other ascetics at the 
time of their renouncement of the world take the vow of all kinds of self- 
restraint, but as soon as they become converted to the lokdyata views they begin 
to live an unrestrained life. They then wear blue garments (nlla-pata), 

~ Ibid. pp. 281, 283. 
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houseless, poor monks, who would have neither sons nor cattle, to 
eat only what should be given them by others, and to commit no 
sins. After having entered their Order they do not cease (from sins), 
they themselves commit sins and they assent to another’s com- 
mitting sins. Then they are given to pleasures, amusements and 
sensual lust; they are greedy, fettered, passionate, covetous, the 
slaves of love and hate^.” 

But we find references to the lokdyata doctrines not only in the 
Sutra^krtanga-sUtra but also in the Brhad-dranyaka^ the Katha as 
described above and in the Chandogya Upanisad, viii. 7, 8, where 
Virocana, the representative of the demons who came to Prajapati for 
instruction regarding the nature of self, went away satisfied with the 
view that the self was identical with the body. Prajapati asked both 
Indra and Virocana to stand before a cup of water and they saw 
their reflections, and Prajapati told them that it was that well 
dressed and well adorned body that was the self and both Indra 
and Virocana were satisfied ; but Indra was later on dissatisfied and 
returned for further instructions, whereas Virocana did not again 
come back. The Chandogya Upanisad relates this as an old story 
and says that it is for this reason that those, who at the present time 
believe only in worldly pleasures and who have no faith (in the 
efficiency of deeds or in the doctrine of the immortality of the soul) 
and who do not perform sacrifices, are called demons {asura) ; and it 
is therefore their custom to adorn the dead body with fine clothes, 
good ornaments and provide food for it with which they probably 
thought that the dead would conquer the other world. 

This passage of the Chandogya seems to be of special import- 
ance. It shows that there was a race different from the Aryans, 
designated here as asuras, who dressed their dead bodies with 
fine clothes, adorned them with ornaments, provided them with 
food, so that when there was a resurrection of these dead bodies 
they might with that food, clothes and ornaments prosper in the 
other world and it is these people who believed that the body was 
the only self. The later Lokdyatas or Cdrvdkas also believed that this 
body was the self, but the difference between them and these 
dehatmavadins referred to m the Chandogya is that they admitted 
“another world” where the bpdies rose from the dead and pro- 
spered in the fine clothes, ornaments and food that were given to 
' See Jacobi’ Jaina Sotras, ii. 341-342. 
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the dead body. This custom is said to be an asura custom. It seems 
possible, therefore, that probably the lokayata doctrines had their 
beginnings in the preceding Sumerian civilization in the then pre- 
vailing customs of adorning the dead and the doctrine of bodily 
survival after death. This later on became so far changed that it was 
argued that since the self and the body were identical and since the 
body was burnt after death, there could not be any survival after 
death and hence there could not be another world after death. 
Already in the Katha and the Brhad-aranyaka we had proof of the 
existence of people who did not believe in the existence of any 
consciousness after death and thought that everything ended with 
death; and in the Chandogya we find that Virocana believed in the 
doctrine that the body was the dtman and this doctrine is traced 
here to the custom of adorning the dead body among the asuras. 

The tenets and doctrines of these asuras are described in 
the Gita, xvi. 7-18, as follows: The asuras cannot distinguish be- 
tween right and wrong conduct; they do not have any purity, truth- 
fulness and proper behaviour. They do not think that the world is 
based on any truth and reality; they do not believe in God and con- 
sider all beings to have come out from the desires of the sexes and 
from nothing more than from mutual sex-relations. These foolish 
people with such views do harm to the world, engage themselves 
in ferocious deeds and destroy their own selves (as they have no 
faith in the other world or in the means thereto)^. Full of insatiable 
desire, egoism, vanity and pride, they take the wrong course 
through ignorance and live an impure life. They think that ex- 
istence ends finally at death and that there is nothing beyond this 
world and its enjoyments, and they therefore give themselves up to 
earthly enjoyments. Bound with innumerable desires, anger, at- 
tachment, etc., they busy themselves in collecting materials of 
earthly enjoyments through wrong means. They always think of 
their riches, which they earn daily, and which they accumulate, with 
which they fulfil their desires in the present or wish to fulfil in the 
future; of the enemies whom they have destroyed, or whom they 
wish to destroy; of their powers, their success, their joys, their 
strength, and so forth. 

A doctrine similar to that of the Lohdyatikas is preached by 
Jabali in RdmayatM, ii. 108, where he says that it is a pity that there 

^ Srfdhan says that these refer to the Lokdyatikas, Gtta, xvi. 9. 

34 
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should be some people who prefer virtue in the other world to 
earthly goods of this world; the performance of the different 
sacrifices for the satisfaction of the dead is but waste of food, for 
being dead no one can eat. If food eaten by people here should be 
of use to other bodies, then it is better to perform sraddhas for people 
w'ho make a sojourn to distant countries than to arrange for their 
meals. Though intelligent men wrote books praising the merit of 
gifts, sacrifices, initiation and asceticism, in reality there is nothing 
more than what is directly perceived by the senses. 

In the Visnu Purana (i, 6. 29-31) certain people are alluded to 
who did not believe in the efficacy of the performance of sacrifices 
and spoke against the Vedas and the sacrifices; and in the Mahd- 
bharata, xii. 186, it has been urged by Bharadvaja that life-func- 
tions can be explained by purely physical and physiological reasons 
and that the assumption, of a soul is quite unnecessary. In the 
Mahabhdrata references are made also to haitukas who did not 
believe in the other world ; they were people with strong old con- 
victions {drdha-purve) who could hardly change their views; they 
were learned in the Vedas {vahusruta), were well read in older 
sdstras, made gifts, performed sacrifices, hated falsehood, were 
great orators in assemblies, and went among the people explaining 
their views. This passage reveals a curious fact that even in the 
Vedic circles there were people who performed sacrifices, made 
gifts and were w^ell read in the Vedas and in older literature, who 
despised falsehood, were great logicians and speakers and yet did 
not believe in anything except what exists in this world {nai'tad 
astiti-vadinah). We know from the Buddhistic sources that the 
Brahmins were well versed in the lokdyata learning; we know also 
that in the Upanisadic circles the views of those who did not believe 
in life after death are referred to and reproached, and the Chandogya 
refers to people among whom the doctrine that the self and the 
body were identical was current as a corollary underlying their 
custom of adorning the dead. In the Rdmdyana we find that Javali 
taught the doctrine that there was no life after death and that the 
ritualistic offerings for the satisfaction of the dead were unnecessary. 
In the Gltd we find also the holders of such views referred to, and 
they are there reported as performing sacrifices only in name, as 
they did not adhere to the proper ritualistic course^. But in the 
^ yaiantt ndma-jajnais ire dambhen&'vidhi-pnrvakam. Gltdt xvi. 17. 
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Mahabhdrata certain people are referred to who were well read in 
the. Vedas and other older literature and yet did not believe in the 
other world and in the immortality of the soul. This shows that this 
heterodox view (that there was no life after death) was gradually 
spreading amongst ceruin sections of the Vedic people, and that 
though some of them were worthless people who utilized the 
doctrine only to indulge in sense-gratifications and to live in a 
lower plane of life, there were others who performed the Vedic 
practices, were well read in Vedic and other literature and yet did 
not believe in the doctrine of immortality or in a world beyond the 
present. Thus, even in those early time^, on the one hand there 
were in the Vedic circle many moral and learned people who be- 
lieved in these heretical views, whereas there were also immoral 
and bad people who lived a vicious life and held such heretical 
views either tacitly or openly^. 

We thus know chat the lokdyata views were very old, probably 
as early as the Vedas, or still earlier, being current among the 
Sumerian people of prc- Aryan times. We know further that a com- 
mentary on the Lokdyata- sdstra by Bhagurl was very well known 
in 200 or 300 B.C., but it is exceedingly difficult to say anything re- 
garding the author of the Lokdyata-sdstra. It is attributed to 
Brhaspati or to Carvaka-. But it is difficult to say who this Brhas- 
pati may have been. One Brhaspati-sutray a work on polity, has 
been edited with translation by Dr F. W. Thomas and published 
from Lahore. In this work the lokdyatas have been mentioned in 
II. 5, 8, 12, 16, 29, and III. 15. Here they are very severely abuseci 
as thieves who regard religion as a mere means of advantage and 
who are destined to go to Hell. It is therefore absolutely certain 

' The Maitrayana Upanifad, vii. 8. 9, says that there are many others who 
by adopting useless arguments, illustrations, false analogies and illusory demon- 
strations wish to oppose the Vedic ways of conduct; they do not believe in the 
self and are like thieves who would never go to Heaven and with whom no one 
should associate. One sometimes forgets that the doctrine of these people is nothing 
new but is only a different kind of Vedic science {veda-t^idyd' ntaran tu tat), 
Brhaspati became Sukra and taught the A^u*as this doctrine so that they might 
be inclined to despise the Vedic duties and consider bad to be good and good to 
be bad. ^ 

* The Maitrayaiflya attributes these doctrines to Bfhaspati and Sukra; the 
I^ahodha-candro-daya of Kr?na Misra says that these were first formulated by 
Brhatpati and then handed over to Clrvaka who spread them among people through 
his pupils. 

See also Mr D. S§stri’s Carvdka-fa^ti, pp. 11-13. where he refers to a 
number of authorities who attribute this to Bfhaspati. 
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that the Brhaspati who was the author of these sutras on polity 
could not have been the author of the lohdyata science. Nor could 
it have been the legal writer Brhaspati. In Kautilya’s Artha-s&stra 
a Brhaspati is referred to as a writer on polity, but this must be a 
different one from the Barhaspatya-sutra published by Dr Thomas^. 
The Brhaspati of Kautilya’s Artha-idstra is reported there as ad- 
mitting agriculture, trade and commerce {vartd\ law and statecraft 
{danda-nlti)y as the only sciences; in the next passage of the same 
{Vidya-samtuidesa) danda-nlti is regarded as the one subject 
of study by U^anas. In the Prabodha^candro-daya Krsna Mi^ra 
makes Carvaka hold the view that law and statecraft are the only 
sciences and that the science of vdrtd (i.e. agriculture, commerce, 
trade, dairy, poultry, etc.) falls within them. According to this 
report the Carvakas took only danda-niti and vdrtd into account, 
and thus their views agreed with those of Brhaspati and Usanas, 
and more particularly with those of the latter. But we cannot from 
this assume that either Brhaspati or Usanas mentioned by Kautilya 
could be regarded as the author of the original lokdyata. Brhaspati, 
the author of the Lokdyata-sdstra, is thus a mythical figure, and we 
have practically no information regarding the originator of the 
lokdyata system. It is probable that the original lokdyata work was 
written in the form of sutras which had at least two commentaries, 
the earliest of which was probably as early as 300 or 400 B.c. There 
was at least one metrical version of the main contents of this system 
from which extracts are found quoted in Madhava’s Sarva-dar-- 
sana^samgraha and in other places. 

It is difficult to say whether Carvaka was the name of a real 
person or not. The earliest mention of the name is probably to be 
found in the Mahdbhdratq^ xii. 38 and 39, where Carvaka is de- 
scribed as a Raksasa in the garb of an ascetic Brahmin with three 
staffs {trida^i)j but nothing is said there about the doctrine that 
he professed. In most of the early texts the lokdyata doctrines are 
either mentioned as the lokdyata view or attributed to Brhaspati. 
Thus, in the Padma Purdna in the Srst-khanda, xii. 318-340, some 
of the lokdyata doctrines are described as being the instructions of 
Brhaspati. Kamala^Ila, of the eighth century, refers to the Carvakas 
as being the adherents of the lokdyata doctrine; the Prabodha- 
candro-daya speaks of Carvika as being the great teacher who 
^ Kautilyt*s Artha-tdstra, pp. 6, 29, 63, 177, 192, Mysore ed. 1924. 
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propagated through a succession of pupils and pupils of pupils the 
Lokdyata-idstra written by Vacaspati and handed over to him. 
Madhava, in his Sarva’-darsana-sofngraha, describes him as one who 
follows the views of Brhaspati and the chief of the nihilists 
{brhaspati-matd-nttsariim ndstika-siromanina). Gunaratna, how- 
ever, in his commentary on the Sad-darsana-samuccaya^ speaks of 
the Carvakas as being a nihilistic sect who only eat but do not regard 
the existence of virtue and vice and do not trust anything else but 
what can be directly perceived. They drank wines and ate meat and 
were given to unrestricted sex-indulgence. Each year they gathered 
together on a particular day and had unrestricted intercourse with 
women. They behaved like common people and for this reason they 
were called lokayata and because they held views originally framed 
by Brhaspati they were also called Barhaspatya. Thus it is dif- 
ficult to say whether the word Carvaka was the name of a real 
personage or a mere allusive term applied to the adherents of the 
lokayata view. 

Both Haribhadra and Madhava have counted the Lokayata or 
Carvaka philosophy as a darsana or system of philosophy. It had 
a new logic, a destructive criticism of most of the cherished views 
of other systems of Indian philosophy, a materialistic philosophy, 
and it denied morality, moral responsibility and religion of every 
kind. 

Let us, therefore, first take up the Carvaka logic. The Carvakas 
admitted the validity only of perception. There is nothing else but 
what can be perceived by the five senses. No inference can be 
regarded as a valid means of knowledge, for inference is possible 
only when the ur\iversal concomitance of the reason {hetus) with the 
probandum is known, and such a reason is known to be existing 
in the object of the minor term {vydpti-pahsa-dharmata-idli hi 
lingatn gamakam). Such a concomitance is possible when it is 
known not only to be unconditional but when there is no doubt in 
the mind that it could be conditional. Such a concomitance must 
first be known before an inference is possible; but how can it be 
known? Not by perception, for concomitance is not an objective 
entity with which the senses can come in contact. Moreover, the 
concomitance of one entity with another means that the entities 
are associated with each other in the past, present and future 
{sarvo-pasamhdrayatTt vydptih)^ and the sense-organs can have no 
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scope with regard to future associations or even with regard to all 
past time. If it is urged that the concomitance is between the class- 
character {sdmdnya-gocaram) of the probandum (e.g. fire) and the 
class-character of the reason (e.g. smoke), then it is not necessary 
that the concomitance of the reason with the probandum should 
have actually to be perceived at all times by the sense-organs. But 
if the concomitance is between the class-character of smoke and 
fire, why should any individual fire be associated with every case 
of smoke? If the concomitance cannot be perceived by the sense- 
organs, it cannot be perceived by the mind either, for the mind 
cannot associate itself with the external objects except through the 
sense-organs. The concomitance cannot be known through in- 
ference, for all inference presupposes it. Thus, there being no way 
of perceiving concomitance, inference becomes impossible. Again, 
a concomitance which can lead to a valid inference must be devoid 
of all conditions; but the absence of such conditions in the past or 
in the future cannot be perceived at the time of making the in- 
ference. Moreover, a condition {upadhi) is defined as that which, 
having an unfailing concomitance with the probandum, has not the 
same concomitance with the reason {sadhana-vyapakatve sati 
sddhya-sama-vydptih) ^ 

Again it is said that an inference is possible only when the reason 
(e.g. smoke) is perceived to be associated with the object denoted 
by the ininor term {paksa, e.g. hill), but in reality there is no 
association of the smoke w ith the hill nor can it be a character of it, 
for it is a quality of fire. There is no universal agreement between 
smoke and hill so that one can say that wherever there is a hill there 
is smoke. Nor can it be said that wherever there is smoke there is 
both the hill and the firei,, When the smoke is first seen it is not per- 
ceived as the quality of fire associated with a hill ; therefore it is not 
enough to say that the reason (e.g. smoke) belongs to the minor 
term e.g. hill) as its character (paksa-dharma), but that the 

reason belongs to the minor term associated with the probandum. 
The assertion that in an inference the reason must be known as a 
quality of the minor term (paksa) has therefore to be interpreted 
as being a quality of a part of the minor term as associated with the 
probandum. 

A valid inference can be made when the two following con- 
^ SarCa-darsana-samgrahat i. 
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ditions are satisfied: (1) An invariable and unconditional con- 
comitance is known between the reason and the probandum such 
that in every case when the reason is present the probandum must 
also be present in all places and in all times, without the association 
of any determining condition. (2) That a reason having such a 
concomitance with the probandum must be known to exist in the 
minor term {paksa) in which the probandum is asserted. Now the 
Carvaka contention is that none of these conditions can be fulfilled 
and that therefore valid inference is impossible. Firstly, con- 
comitance is ascertained through an experience of a very large 
number of cases {bhuyo-darsana) of agreement between the reason 
(hetu) and the probandum (sadhya). But according to the difference 
of circumstances, time and place, things differ in their power or 
capacity and thus since the nature and qualities of things are not 
constant it is not possible that any two entities should be found to 
agree with each other under all circumstances in all times and in 
all places^. Again, an experience of a large number of cases cannot 
eliminate the possibility of a future failure of agreement. It is not 
possible to witness all cases of fire and smoke and thus root out all 
chances of a failure of their agreement, and if that were possible 
there would be no need of any inference*. The Carvakas do not 
admit “universals,** and therefore they do not admit that the con- 
comitance is not between smoke and fire but between smoke-ness 
(dhumatva) and fire-ness {yahnitvaf. Again, it is impossible to 
assure oneself that there are no conditions {upadhi) which would 
vitiate the concomitance between the hetu and the sddhya, for 
though they may not now be perceivable they may still exist 
imperceivably*. Without a knowledge of agreement in absence 
(i.e. in a case where there is no fire there is no smoke), there cannot 
be any assurance of concomitance. It is impossible to exhaust in 

* desa-k(ila-daid~bheda~vicitril-tnhisu rastufu 
avind-bhdva-niyamo na sV/Av > t as turn aha ca. 

Xydya-maiijarl, p. no 

* na pratyaksJ-krtd yavad dhu'nd-^ni-vyaktayo'khildht 
tdvat sydd api dhumo' sau yo' najarter iti iankyate 
ye tu pratyak^ato visvarn pasyanti hi bhai'ddriah 

kirn dirya-caksusant efdm anumdna-prayojanam Ibid. 

® sdmdnya-dvdrako* py asti nd'ymdbhdva^niscayah 

vdstavam hi na sdmdnyarti ndma kincana vidyale. Ibid. 

* Compare Khandana-khanda-khadya^ p. 693 : 

vydghdto yadi sankd'sti na cec chankd tatastardm 
vydghdtd^vadhir dsahkd tarkah sankd-vadhih kutah. 
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experience all cases of absence of fire as being also the cases of 
the absence of smoke. Thus since without such a joint method of 
agreement in presence and absence the universal invariable con- 
comitance cannot be determined, and since it is not possible to 
assure oneself of the universal agreement in presence or in absence, 
the concomitance itself cannot be determined^. 

Purandara, however, a follower of Car\'aka (probably of the 
seventh century), admits the usefulness of inference in determining 
the nature of all worldly things where perceptual experience is 
available; but inference cannot be employed for establishing any 
dogma regarding the transcendental world, or life after death or the 
laws of Karma which cannot be available to ordinary perceptual 
experience*. The main reason for upholding such a distinction be- 
tween the validity of inference in our practical life of ordinary ex- 
perience, and in ascertaining transcending truths beyond ex- 
perience, lies in this, that an inductive generalization is made by 
observing a large number of cases of agreement in presence to- 
gether with agreement in absence, and no cases of agreement in 
presence can be observed in the transcendent sphere; for even if 
such spheres existed they could not be perceived by the senses. 
Thus, since in the supposed supra-sensuous transcendent world 
no case of a hetu agreeing with the presence of its sadhya can .be 
observed, no inductive generalization or law of concomitance can 
be made relating to this sphere*. In reply to this contention 
Vadideva says that such a change may be valid against the Mlm- 
amsists who depend upon the joint method of agreement and dif- 
ference for making any inductive generalization, but this cannot 

' niyamai cd'numdnd-ngam grhltah pratipadyate 

grahanam cd*sya nd'nyatra ndstito-niscayam vind 
dariand-darian&hhyflm hi ntyama-grahanam yadi 
tad apy asad anagnau hi dhumasye'stam adarsanam 
anagnii ca kiydn sarvam jagaj-jvalana-varjitam 
tatra dhUmasya ndstitvarp nai'va pasyanty ayoginah. 

Nydya-mahjari, p. 120. 

* He is mentioned in Kamala^lla’s Pahjikd, p. 431, Purattdaras tv aha loka- 
prasiddham anutndnam cdrvdkair api'syate eva^ yat tu kais cit laukikani mdrgam 
atikramya anumdnam ucyate tan nifidhyate. Vadideva Sun also quotes a siitra 
of Purandara in his commentary Syadvada^fatnakdra on his Pramdna-naya-^tattva^ 
lokd’lankdra^ ii. 131 : prarndtaiasya gaunatvdd anumdnad artha^niicaya-durlabhdt 

^ avyahhicurd-vagamo hi laukika-hetundm 

anumeyd'vagame nimittatft sa ndsti tantra-siddhe^u 
iti na tebhyah parokfd^rtkavagamo nydyyo'ta idam 
uktam anumdnad artha^mkayo durlabkah. 
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apply against the Jaina view of inference which is based on the 
principle of necessary implication {anyatha-nupapattdv eva tat-svaru^ 
patvena s^kdrat). 

Other objections also made against the possibility of a valid in- 
ference are as follows: (i) impressions made by inferential know- 
ledge are dim and not so vivid {aspastatvdt) as those produced by 
perception; (2) inference has to depend on other things for the de- 
termination of its object {svdrtha-niscaye pard~peksatvdt)\ (3) in- 
ference has to depend on perception {pratyaksa*purvakatvdt)\ 
(4) inferential cognitions are not directly produced by the objects 
(arthdd anupajdyamdnatvdt); (5) inference is not concrete {avastu^ 
msayatvdt)\ (6) it is often found contradicted {bddhyamdnatvdt); 
(7) there is no proof which may establish the law that every case of 
the presence of the hetu should also be a case of the presence of the 
sadhya {sadhya-sadhanayoh pratibandha-sadhaka-pramdim-hhdvdd 
vdy. None of these can be regarded as a reason why inference 
should be regarded as invalid from the Jaina point of view. For in 
reply to the first objection it may be pointed out that vividness has 
never been accepted as a definition of pramdna, and therefore its 
absence cannot take away the validity of an inference; illusory per- 
ceptions of two moons are vivid, but are not on that account re- 
garded as valid. Again, an inference does not always depend on 
perception, and even if it did, it utilized its materials only for its 
own use and nothing more. Perception also is produced from 
certain materials, but is not on that account regarded as invalid. 
The inference is also produced from objects and is as concrete as 
perception since like it it involves universals and particulars. 
Again, false inferences are indeed contradicted, but that is no 
charge against right inferences. The invariable relationship be- 
tween a hetu and a sadhya can be established through mental 
reasoning (tarka)^. 

Jayanta points out in this connection that a law of universal 
agreement of the sadhya with the hetu has to be admitted. For an 
inference cannot be due to any mere instinctive flash of intelligence 
(pratibhd). If a knowledge of invariable and unconditional agree- 
ment was not regarded as indispensable for an inference, and if it 
was due to a mere instinctive flash, then the people of the Cocoanut 

^ W^didtvzSuri's Syadvada-ratnakar a, pip. 131, 132. Nirnaya Sagara Press, 

1914 . ^ Jhid. 
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island who do not know how to make fire would have been able to 
infer fire from smoke. Some say that the invariable association of 
the hetu with the sadhya is perceived by mental perception {mdnasa^ 
pratyaksa). They hold that in perceiving the association of smoke 
with fire and the absence of the former when the latter is absent^ 
the mind understands the invariable association of smoke with fire. 
It is not necessary in order to come to such a generalization that one 
should perceive the agreement of smoke and fire in all the infinite 
number of cases in which they exist together, for the agreement 
observed in the mind is not between smoke and fire but between 
smoke-ness and fire-ness {jvalanatvd-di-sdmdnya-puraharatayd 
vydpti-grahandt). The objection against this view would be the 
denial of class-concepts as held by the Carvakas, Buddhists, and 
others. There are others, again, who say that even if universals are 
admitted, it is impossible that there should be universals of all cases 
of absence of fire as associated with the absence of smoke, and 
under the circumstances unless all positive and negative instances 
could be perceived the inductive generalization would be im- 
possible. They, therefore, hold that there is some kind of mystic 
intuition like that of a yogin (yogupratyaksa-kalpam) by which the 
invariable relation {pratibandha) is realized. Others hold that an 
experience of a large number of positive instances unaccompanied 
by any experience of any case of failure produces the notion of 
concomitance. But the Nyaya insists on the necessity of an ex- 
perience of a large number of instances of agreement in presence 
and absence for arriving at any inductive generalization of con- 
comitance^. The Carvakas, of course, say to this that in deter- 
mining the unconditional invariable agreement of every case of a 
hetu with its sadhya the absence of visible conditions may be 
realized by perception; but the possibility of the existence of in- 
visible conditions cannot be eliminated even by the widest ex- 
perience of agreement in presence, and thus there would always be 
the fear that the invariable concomitance of the hetu with the 
sadhya may be conditional, and thus all inference has the value of 
more or less probability but not of certainty, and it is only through 
perceptual corroboration that the inferences come to be regarded 
as valid^. 'Fhe reply of Nyaya to this is that the assertion that in- 

^ Nydya^manjarl, p, 122. 

^ athd^numdnam na pratndnam yogyo^pddhfndrfi yogyd-nupalabdhyd^bhdva-nis- 
caye* py' ayogyo-pddhi-safikayd'vyahhicdra-samiayCit iataiah sahacaritayor api 
vyabhtcdro-palabdhes ca loke dhumd-di-darsana-ntarani vahnyd'di-vyavahdrai ca 
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ference is not valid is itself an inference based on the similarity of 
inferential processes with other invalid mental processes. But this 
does not properly refute the Carvaka position that inductive 
generalizations are only probable, and that therefore (as Purandara 
says) they acquire some amount of validity by being corroborated 
by experience and that they have no force in spheres where they 
cannot be corroborated by perceptual experience. 

Since the Carvakas do not attribute any more validity to in- 
ference than probability, other forms of pramdnas, such as the 
testimony of trusty persons or the scriptures, analogy or implica- 
tion, also were not regarded as valid. According to Udayana’s 
statement, the Carvakas denied the existence of anything that was 
not perceived, and Udayana points out that if this doctrine is con- 
sistently applied and people begin to disbelieve all that they do not 
perceive at any particular time, then all our practical life will be 
seriously disturbed and upset^. The school of dhurta Carvakas, in 
their Sutra work, not only denied the validity of inference but 
criticized the Nyaya categories as enunciated in the Nydya-^sutra, 
I. I. I, and tried to establish the view that no such enumeration of 
categories was possible*. It is no doubt true that the Carvakas ad- 
mitted perception as the only valid pramdna, but since illusions 
occurred in perception also, ultimately all pramdnas were regarded 
as indeterminable by them. 

The Carvakas had to contend on the one hand with those who 
admitted a permanent soul, such as the Jains, the Naiyayikas, the 
Samkhya-yoga and the Mimamsa, and on the other hand with the 
idealistic Buddhists who believed in a permanent series of con- 
scious states; for the Carvakas denied all kinds of existence after 
death. Thus they say that since there is no permanent entity that 
abides after death, there is no existence after death. As the body, 
understanding and sense-functions, are continually changing, there 
cannot be any existence after death, and hence no separate soul can 
be admitted. According to some, Carvakas consciousness is pro- 

sambharana-matraf samvadena ca pramdnya-bhtmdnud. Tattva-cintdmavi 
Annumiti. For a similar view see Russel, ‘*On the notion of Cause’* in his 
Mystict^m and Logic. 

^ Udayana’s Nydya-kusumdnjah^ in. $, 6. 

* carx'dka-dhurtas tu athaUas tattzam • ydkhydsyama itt prattjndya pramdrui^ 
praTneya-sarnkhyd-laksana-myamd-iakya-karaniyatvam eva tattvani vydkhyd- 
tavdn; pramdna sarnkhyd-myam-dsakya-karaidyatva-siddhaye ca pramiti-bheddn 
pratyakfa-dt-pramandn upajanydn Idridn upadarsayat. Nydya-manjarl^ p. 64. 
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duced {utpadyate) from the four elements, and according to others 
it is manifested {abhivyajyate) from them like fermenting intoxica- 
tion (sura) or acids. It is on account of diverse kinds of arrange- 
ments and rearrangements of the atoms of air, water, fire and earth 
that consciousness is either produced or manifested and the bodies 
and senses are formed or produced. There is nothing else but 
these atomic arrangements, and there is also no further separate 
category^. 

The school of Susiksita Carvakas holds that, so long as the body 
remains, there is an entity which remains as the constant perceiver 
and enjoyer of all experiences. But no such thing exists after the 
destruction of the body. If there was anything like a permanent 
self that migrated from one body to another, then it would have 
remembered the incidents of the past life just as a man remembers 
the experiences of his childhood or youth®. Arguing against the 
Buddhist view that the series of conscious states in any life cannot 
be due to the last conscious state before death in a previous life, 
or that no state of consciousness in any life can be the cause of the 
series of conscious states in another future life, the Carvakas say 
that no consciousness that belongs to a different body and a dif- 
ferent series can be regarded as the cause of a different series of 
conscious states belonging to a different body. Like cognitions be- 
longing to a different series, no cognition can be caused by the 
ultimate state of consciousness of a past body®. Again, since the 
last mental state of a saint cannot produce other mental states in a 
separate birth, it is wrong to suppose that the last mental state of a 
dying man should be able to produce any series of mental states in 
a new birth. For this reason the Carvaka teacher Kambalasvatara 
says that consciousness is produced from the body through the 
operation of the vital functions ofrprana^ apana and other bio-motor 
faculties. It is also wrong to suppose that there is any dormant 
consciousness in the early stages of the foetal life, for consciousness 
means the cognition of objects, and there cannot be any con- 
sciousness in the foetal state when no sense-organs are properly 
developed; so also there is no consciousness in a state of swoon, and 

^ taUsamuddye vifaye-ndrtya-samjnd. Cdrvdka-sQtra quoted in Kamaia^Ila's 
PaHjikd, p. 520. 

• Nydya^mafijarlf p. 467. 

’ yadi jUdnarn na tad vivakfita-nta-deha-^arti-caram qjndna-janyam. 
jndnatvdt yathd*nya‘Santdna~varti-jndnam. Kamalaifla’s PaHjikdt p. 521. 



The Lokdyata^ Ndstika and Cdrvdka 541 

it is wrong to suppose that even in these stages consciousness exists 
as a potential power, for power presupposes something in which it 
exists and there is no other support for consciousness excepting the 
body, and, therefore, when the body is destroyed, all consciousness 
ceases with it. It cannot also be admitted that at death conscious- 
ness is transferred to another intermediary body, for no such body 
is ever perceived and cannot therefore be accepted. There cannot 
also be the same series of consciousness in two different bodies; 
thus the mental states of an elephant cannot be in the body of a 
horse. 

The Buddhist reply to this objection of the Carvakas is that if 
by discarding after-life the Carvakas wish to repudiate the existence 
of any permanent entity that is born and reborn, then that is no 
objection to the Buddhists, for they also do not admit any such 
permanent soul. The Buddhist view is that there is a beginningless 
and endless series of states of conscious states which, taken as a 
period of seventy, eighty or a hundred years, is called the present, 
past or future life. It is wrong on the part of the Carvakas to deny 
the character of this series as beginningless and endless; for if it is 
so admitted, then a state of consciousness at birth has to be regarded 
as the first and that would mean that it had no cause and it would 
thus be eternal, for since it existed without any cause there is no 
reason why it should ever cease to exist. It could not also have been 
produced by some eternal consciousness or god, for no such eternal 
entities are admitted; it cannot be admitted as being eternal by 
itself; it cannot be produced by eternal atoms of earth, water, etc., 
for it may be shown that no eternal entities can produce anything. 
Thus, the last alternative is that it must have been produced by the 
previous states of consciousness. Even if the atoms are regarded 
as momentary it would be difficult to prove that consciousness was 
produced by them. The principle which determines causation is, 
firstly, that something is the cause which, being present, that which 
was worthy of being seen but was not seen before becomes seen^. 
Secondly, when two instances are such that though all the other 
conditions are present in them both, yet with the introduction of 
one clement there happens a new phenomenon in the one which 
does not happen in the other, then that element is the cause of that 

^ yefdm upalambhe sati upalabdhi-lakfo^-prdpUn/i pQrvam anupalabdhatfi sad 
upalabhyau ity evam dhayaifiyam, Kamalailla, Paf^ikd, p. 525. 
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phenomenon^. The two instances, which differ from each other 
only in this that there is the effect in the one and not in the other, 
agree with each other in all other respects excepting that that in 
which there is the effect has also a new element which is not present 
in the other, and it is only in such a case that that element may be 
regarded as the cause of that effect. Otherwise, if the cause is defined 
as that which being absent the effect is also absent, then there is the 
alternative possibility of the presence of another element which was 
also absent, and it might be that it was on account of the absence of 
this element that the effect was absent. Thus, the two instances 
where an effect occurs and where it does not occur must be such 
that they are absolutely the same in every respect, except the fact 
that there is one element in the case where there is the effect which 
was absent in the other instance. The causal relation between body 
and mind cannot be established by such a rigorous application of 
the joint method of agreement and difference. It is not possible to 
employ the method of agreement to determine the nature of rela- 
tion between one’s own body and mind, for it is not possible to 
observe the body in the early foetal stage before the rise of mind, 
for without mind there cannot be any observation. In other bodies 
also the mind cannot be directly observed and so it is not possible 
to say that the body is prior to mind. The method of difference also 
cannot be employed, for no one can perceive whether with the 
cessation of the body his mind also ceases or not; and since the 
minds of other people cannot be directly perceived, such a negative 
observation cannot be made with reference to other people, and no 
assertion can therefore be made as to whether with the cessation of 
other people’s bodies their minds also ceased or not. No inference 
can be drawn from the immobility of the body at death that it must 
be due to the destruction of mind, for it may still exist and yet 
remain inoperative in moving the body. Moreover, the fact that 
a particular body is not moved by it, is due to the fact that the de- 
sires and false notions which were operative with reference to that 
body were then absent. 

Again, there are other reasons why the body cannot be regarded 
as the cause of mind: for if the body as a whole was the cause of 

* sat^u tad-anyefu satnarthefu ta-fihetusu yasyaVkasy(Vbluhe rm bhavatx'ty 
euam dsrayanlyam anyathd hi kevalam tad-abhlve na bhojMtVty ttpadarsane 
tandigdhum atra tasya sdmartkyam sydt nrtyasyd'pi tat-samarthasya*bhdvdt. 
Kamala^Ila, Pairjikd, p. 526. 
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mind, then slight deformities of the body would have changed the 
character of the mind, or minds associated with big bodies like 
those of elephants would be greater than those of men. If vrith the 
change of one there is no change in the other, the two cannot be said 
to be related as cause and effect. Nor can it be said that the body 
with the complete set of senses is the cause of mind, for in that case 
with the loss of any sense the nature and character of the mind 
would also be changed. But we know that this is not so, and when 
by paralysis all the motor organs are rendered inoperative, the mind 
may still continue to work with unabated vigour'. Again, though 
the body may remain the same, yet the mental temperament, 
character or tone might considerably change, or sudden emotions 
might easily unhinge the mind though the body might remain the 
same. Even if instances are found which prove that the conditions 
of the body affect the conditions of the mind, yet that is no reason 
why the mind or soul should cease to exist with the destruction of 
the body. If on account of co-existence (saha-sthiti-niyamd) of 
body and mind they may be said to be connected with each other in 
bonds of causation, then since body is as much co-existent with 
mind as mind with body, the mind may as well be said to be the 
cause of body. Co-existence does not prove causation, for co- 
existence of two things may be due to a third cause. Heated copper 
melts, so through heat the foetal elements may be supposed to pro- 
duce on the one hand the body and on the other hand to manifest 
mind or consciousness. So the co-existence of body and mind does 
not necessarily mean that the former is the material cause of the 
latter. 

It is said that though the later menul sutes are perceived to be 
produced by the previous ones, yet the first manifested conscious- 
ness has a beginning and it is produced by the body, and thus the 
theory of the Buddhists that the series of conscious states is without 
beginning is false. But if the mental states are in the first instance 
produced by the body, then these could not in later cases be pro- 
duced in other ways through the visual or other sense organs. If it 
is urged that the body is the cause of the first origin of knowledge, 
but not of the later mental states, then the later mental states ought 
to be able to raise themselves without being in any way dependent 

* prtauptikS-di-TOgS-dinll kOrye-ndriya-dlnam upaghSte'pi mano-tttOr avi~ 
krtaikS-vikaUbit rva-satUbn anubfiavati. Kamalaslla, PaHjiki, p. 5*7* 
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on the body. If it is held that a mental state can produce a series of 
other mental states only with the help of the body, then each of 
them would produce an infinite series of such mental states, but 
such an infinite number of infinite series is never experienced. It 
cannot also be said that the body generates consciousness only at 
the first stage and that in all later stages the body remains only as 
an accessory cause, for that which once behaves as a generating 
cause cannot behave as an accessory cause. Thus, even if the 
physical elements be admitted to be impermanent, they cannot be 
regarded as the cause. If the mental states be regarded as having a 
beginning, it may be asked whether by mental states the sense- 
knowledge or the mental ideas are meant. It cannot be the former, 
for during sleep, swoon or inattentive conditions there is no sense- 
knowledge, even though the sense-organs are present, and it has 
therefore to be admitted that attention is the necessary pre-condi- 
tion of knowledge, and the sense-organs or the sense-faculties 
cannot be regarded as the sole cause of sense-knowledge. The mind 
cannot also be regarded as the sole cause, for unless the sense-data 
or the sense-objects are perceived by the senses, the mind cannot 
work on them. If the mind could by itself know objects, then there 
would have been no blind or deaf people. Admitting for argu- 
ment’s sake that mind produces the cognitions, it may be asked 
whether this cognition is savikalpa or ntrvikalpa; but there cannot 
be any savikalpa unless the association of names and objects 
{sanketa) is previously learnt. It cannot be also nirvikalpa know- 
ledge, for nirvikalpa represents the objects as they are in their 
unique character, which cannot be grasped by the mind alone 
without the help of the sense-organs. If it is held that even the 
sense-data are produced by the mind, then that would be the ad- 
mission of extreme idealism and the giving up of the Carvaka 
position. Thus, the conscious states are to be regarded as beginning- 
less and without any origin. Their specific characters are determined 
by experiences of past lives, and it is as a reminiscence of these ex- 
periences that the instincts of sucking or fear show themselves even 
with the newly-bom baby It has therefore to be admitted that the 
conscious states are produced neither by the body nor by the mind, 
but that they are beginningless and are generated by the previous 

^ tasmdt purvd-bhydta-krta evd*y€Uft hdldndm iftd^mffo-pdddna-pantydga- 
lalfsaifo vyavahdra iti siddhd buddher andditd. Kamala^Ila, Paf^ikd^ p. 532. 
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states, and these by other previous states, and so on. The parental 
consciousness cannot be regarded as being the cause of the con- 
sciousness of the offspring, for the latter are not similar in nature, 
and there are many beings which are not of parental origin. It has, 
therefore, to be admitted that the conscious states of this life must 
be produced by the states of another life previous to it. Thus, the 
existence of a past life is proved. And since the mental states of this 
life are determined by the mental states of other lives, the mental 
states of this life also are bound to determine other mental states, 
and this establishes the existence of future lives; provided, how- 
ever, that these mental states are associated with the emotions of 
attachment, anger, antipathy, etc. For the mental states can pro- 
duce other mental states only when they are affected by the emo- 
tions of attachment, anger, etc., and these are inherited by the 
new-born baby from the mental states of his previous life which 
determined the series of experiences of his present life. Though the 
past experiences are transferred to the present life, yet owing to a 
severe shock due to the intervention of the foetal period these ex- 
periences do not at once show themselves in infancy, but reveal 
themselves gradually with age. One does not always remember 
what one experienced before; thus, in dreams and deliriums, 
though the elements of the past experience are present, yet they are 
reconstructed in a distorted form and do not present themselves in 
the form of memory. So the past experiences cannot ordinarily be 
remembered by the infant, though there are some gifted beings w ho 
can remember their past lives. It is wrong to suppose that the m\nd 
is supported by the body or inheres in it, for the mind is formless. 
Again, if the mind inhered in the body and was of the same stuff 
as the body, then the mental states should be as perceptible by the 
visual organ as the body itself. The mental states can be perceived 
only by the mind in which they occur, but the body can be per- 
ceived both by that mind as well as by others ; therefore, these two 
are of entirely different character and are hence entirely different. 
The body is continually changing, and it is the unitary series of 
conscious states that produces the impression of the identity of the 
body. For though the individual consciousnesses are being de- 
stroyed every moment, yet the series remains one in its continuity 
in the past lives, the present life and the future. When the series is 
different, as in that of a cow and a horse or between two different 
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persons, the states of the one series cannot affect those in the other. 
One conscious state is thus admitted to be determining another 
conscious state, and that another, and so on, within the series. 
Thus it has to be admitted that consciousness exists, even in the 
unconscious state; for had it not been so, then there would be a 
lapse of consciousness at that time and this would mean the 
breaking up of the series. States of consciousness are independent 
of the sense-organs and the sense-objects, as they are determined by 
the previous states; in dreams, when the sense-organs are not 
operating and when there is no sense-object contact, the conscious 
states continue to be produced ; and in the case of the knowledge of 
past or future events, or the knowledge of chimerical things like 
the hare’s horn, the independence of conscious states is clearly 
demonstrated. Thus it is proved that consciousness is neither pro- 
duced by the body nor is in any way determined or conditioned by 
it, and it is determined only by its past states and itself determines 
the future states. Thus also the existence of the past and the future 
lives is proved. 

The arguments of the Jains and of the Naiyayikas against the 
Carvakas are somewhat of a different nature from those of the 
idealistic Buddhists just described, as the former admitted per- 
manent souls which the latter denied. Thus Vidyanandi, in his 
Tattvartha-sloka-vartikay says that the chief reason why the soul 
cannot be regarded as a product of matter is the fact of undisputed, 
unintermittent and universal self-consciousness unlimited by 
time or space. Such perceptions as “this is blue” or “ I am white” 
depend upon external objects or the sense-organs, and cannot 
therefore be regarded as typical cases of self-consciousness. But 
such perceptions as “ I am happy” which directly refer to the self- 
perception of the ego do not depend on the operation of any ex- 
ternal instruments such as the sense-organs or the like. If this self- 
consciousness were not admitted to be established by itself, no other 
doctrine, not even the Carvaka doctrine which seeks to demolish all 
attested convictions, could be asserted, for all assertions are made 
by virtue of this self-consciousness. If any consciousness required 
another consciousness to have itself attested, then that would in- 
volve a vicious infinite and the first consciousness would have to be 
admitted as unconscious. Thus, since the self manifests itself in 
self-consciousness {^a^sarnvedana)^ and since the body is perceived 
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through the operation of the senses like all other physical things, 
the former is entirely different from the latter and cannot be pro- 
duced by the latter, and because it is eternal it cannot also be mani- 
fested by the latter. Again, since consciousness exists even without 
the senses, and since it may not exist even when there is the body 
and the senses (as in a dead body), the consciousness cannot be re- 
garded as depending on the body. Thus, the self is directly knowr 
as different from the body by the testimony of self-consciousness. 
The other arguments of Vidyanandi are directed against the ideal- 
istic Buddhists who do not believe in a permanent self but believe 
in the beginningless series of conscious states, and this discussion 
had better be omitted here^. 

Jayanta argues in the Nyaya-manjari that the body is con- 
tinually changing from infancy to old age, and therefore the’ ex- 
periences of one body cannot belong to the new body that has been 
formed through growth or decay, and therefore the identity of the 
ego and recognition which form the essential constitutive elements 
of knowledge cannot belong to the body*. It is true no doubt that 
good diet and medicine which are helpful to the body are also 
helpful to the proper functioning of the intellect. It is also true that 
curds and vegetable products and damp places soon begin to 
germinate into insects. But this is no proof that matter is the cause 
of consciousness. The selves are all-pervading, and when there is 
appropriate modifications of physical elements they manifest them- 
selves through them according to the conditions of their own 
karmas. Again, consciousness cannot also be admitted to belong to 
the senses, for apart from the diverse sense-cognitions there is the 
apperception of the ego or the self which co-ordinates these diverse 
sense-cognitions. Thus I feel that whatever I perceive by the eyes 
I touch by the hand, which shows distinctly that apart from the 
sense-cognitions there is the individual perceiver or the ego who 
co-ordinates these sensations, and without such a co-ordinator the 
unity of the different sensations could not be attained. The 
Susiksita Carvakas, however, hold that there is one perceiver so 
long as the body exists, but that this perceiver {pramdtr-tattva) 
does not transmigrate, but is destroyed with the destruction of the 
body; the soul is thus not immortal, and there is no after-world 
after the destruction of this body*. To this Jayanta’s reply is that if 

* Tattv&rtha-sloka-vdrtika, pp. 26-52. “ Nydya^manjarl, pp. 439 - 441 * 

® Ibid, pp. 467, 468. 
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a self is admitted to exist during the lifetime of this body, then since 
this self is different from the body, and since it is partless and non- 
physical by nature, there cannot be anything which can destroy it. 
No one has ever perceived the self to be burnt or torn to pieces by 
birds or animals as a dead body can be. Thus, since it has never 
been found to be destroyed, and since it is not possible to infer any 
cause which can destroy it, it is to be regarded as immortal. Since 
the self is eternal, and since it has a present and past association 
with a body, it is not difficult to prove that it will have also a future 
association with a body. Thus, self does not reside either in any 
part of the body or throughout the body, but is all-pervading and 
behaves as the possessor of that body with which it becomes as- 
sociated through the bonds of karma. Para-loka or after-life is 
defined by Jayanta as rebirth or the association of the soul with 
other bodies after death. The proofs that are adduced in favour of 
such rebirths are, firstly, from the instinctive behaviour of infants 
in sucking the mother’s breast or from their unaccountable joys and 
miseries which are supposed to be due to the memory of their past 
experiences in another birth; and, secondly, from the inequalities 
of powers, intelligence, temper, character and habits, inequalities 
in the reaping of fruits from the same kind of efforts. These can be 
explained only on the supposition of the effects of karma performed 
in other births^. 

Sankara, in interpreting the Brahma-sUtra^ iii. 3. 53, 54, tries 
to refute the lokayatika doctrine of soullessness. The main points 
in the lokayatika argument here described are that since conscious- 
ness exists only when there is a body, and does not exist when there 
is no body, this consciousness must be a product of the body. Life- 
movements, consciousness, memory and other intellectual func- 
tions also belong to the body, "'since they are experienced only in the 
body and not outside of it*. To this Sankara’s reply is that life- 
movements, memory, etc., do not sometimes exist even when the 
body exists (at death), therefore they cannot be the products of the 
body. The qualities of the body, such as colour, form, etc., can be 

* Nydya-matijari, pp. 470-473. 

* yad dhi yasmin salt bhavaty asatt ca na hhavati tat tad-dharmatvena ad^ 
hyavaslyate yatha'gnudharmdv auf^ya-prakdsau ; prd^-ceffd-caitanya-^smrtyd^ 
dayas cd*tma~dhaTmatvend*bhimatd dtma^vd^dindffi te* py antar eva deha upala~ 
bhyamdnd bahts cd*nupalabhyamand asiddhe deha-vyat irikte dharmiijti deha-dharmd 
eva bhavitum arhanti; tasmdd aryatirjtko dehdd dtmdna iti. jSahkara^bhdsva on 
Brahma-sUtra, iii. 3. 53. 
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perceived by everyone, but there are some who cannot perceive 
consciousness, memory, etc. Again, though these are perceived so 
long as the living body exists, yet there is no proof that it does not 
exist when this body is destroyed. Further, if consciousness is a 
product of the body, it could not grasp the body ; no fire can burn 
itself and no dancer can mount his own shoulders. Consciousness 
is always one and unchangeable and is therefore to be regarded as 
the immortal self. Though ordinarily the self is found to manifest 
itself in association with a body, that only shows that the body is 
its instrument, but it does not prove that the self is the product of 
the body, as is contended by the Carvakas. The Carvakas criticized 
the entire social, moral and religious programme of orthodox 
Hindus. Thus Sriharsa, in representing their views in his Naisadh- 
acaritay says as follows: “The scriptural view that the performance 
of sacrifices produces wonderful results is directly contradicted by 
experience, and is as false as the Puranic story of the floating of 
stones. It is only those who are devoid of wisdom and capacity 
for work who earn a livelihood by the Vedic sacrifices, or the 
carrying of three sticks {tndanda)^ or the besmearing of the fore- 
head with ashes. There is no certainty of the purity of castes, for, 
considering the irrepressible sex-emotions of men and women, it 
is impossible to say that any particular lineage has been kept pure 
throughout its history in the many families on its maternal and 
paternal sides. Men are not particular in keeping themselves 
pure, and the reason why they are so keen to keep the women in 
the harem is nothihg but jealousy ; it is unjustifiable to think ’:hat 
unbridled sex-indulgence brings any sin or that sins bring suffering 
and virtues happiness in another birth; for who knows what will 
happen in the other birth when in this life we often see that sinful 
men prosper and virtuous people suffer? ” The Vedic and the smrti 
texts are continually coming into conflict with one another, and are 
reconciled only by the trickery of the commentators; if that is so, 
why not accept a view in which one may act as one pleases? It is 
held that the sense of ego is associated with the body, but when this 
body is burnt, what remains there of virtue or vice, and even if there 
is anything that will be experienced by another ego and in another 
body and as such that cannot hurt me. It is ridiculous to suppose 
that any one should remember anything after death, or that after 
death the fruits of karma will be reaped, or that by feeding 
Brahmins after death the so-called departed soul will have any 
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satisfaction. The image-worship, or the worship of stones with 
flowers, or of bathing in the Ganges as a religious practice is abso- 
lutely ridiculous. The practice of performing iraddha ceremonies 
for the satisfaction of the departed is useless, for if the offering of 
food could satisfy the dead then the hunger of travellers could also 
be removed by their relations offering them food at home. In 
reality with death and destruction of the body everything ends, for 
nothing returns when the body is reduced to ashes. Since there is 
no soul, no rebirth, no god and no after-life, and since all the scrip- 
tures are but the instructions of priests interested in cheating the 
people, and the Puranas are but false mythical accounts and fanciful 
stories, the one ideal of our conduct is nothing but sense-pleasures. 
Sins and virtues have no meaning, they are only the words with 
which people are scared to behave in a particular manner ad- 
vantageous to the priests. In the field of metaphysics the Carvakas 
are materialists and believe in nothing beyond the purely sensible 
elements of the atoms of earth, water, air and fire and their com- 
binations; in the field of logic they believe in nothing but what can 
be directly perceived ; they deny karma, fruits of karma, rebirth or 
souls. The only thing that the Carvakas cared for was the momen- 
tary sense-pleasures, unrestrained enjoyment of sensual joys. They 
did not believe in sacrificing present joys to obtain happiness in the 
future, they did not aim at increasing the total happiness and well- 
being of the whole life as we find in the ethical scheme of Caraka ; 
with them a pigeon/to-day was better than a peacock to-morrow, 
better to have a sure copper coin to-day than a doubtful gold coin 
in the future^. Thus, immediate sense-pleasures were all that they 
wanted and any display of prudence, restraint, or other considera- 
tions which might lead to the sacrifice of present pleasures was re- 
garded by them as foolish and unwise. It does not seem that there 
was any element of pessimism in their doctrine. Their whole 
ethical position followed from their general metaphysical and 
logical doctrine that sense-objects or sense-pleasures were all that 
existed, that there was no supra-sensible or transcendent reality, 
and thus there was no gradation or qualitative difference between 
the pleasures and no reason why any restraint should be put upon 
our normal tendency to indulge in sense-pleasures. 

^ varam adya kapotafi svo mayUrdt 

varam saitUayikdn m^kdd €uarftiayika^ 

kdffdpa^ iti lokdyatikdh. Kdma-satra, i. 2. 29, 30. 
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Absolute, 41, 52, 398, 405. 474, 475*. 
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Abstract, 356 
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Actual perception, 185 n., 313 
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adhi^thdna-kdranata, 484 
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adhUa-prabandhah prapannah, 91 
Adhvarandyikd, 114/?., 125 
adhyavasaya, 504 
Adhyatma-cinta, 132 
Adhydtma-cintdmani, 135 
Ad infinitum, 332, 417 
Adjectival qualities, 254 
Adjuncts, 303 
Admission, 339 
Admixture, 38 

Adoration, 53, 54, 55, 70, 45© 
a~dravya, 225, 251 

adrfta, 152, 164, 189, 292, 303, 4..^, 
479’; Venkata’s view of, 303--4 
advaita, 4, 416 
Advaita-kamadhenu, 396 n. 
Advaita-siddhi, 133 
Advaita-vahifkara, 132 
Advaita-vana-kuthdra, 115 n., 384 
Advaita-vidyd-vijaya, 126 
Advaita^vijayOy 361 
Advaitic, 65 

Advaitins, 129, 142, 295 
Affection, 70, 292 
Affinity, 466, 471 
Affirmation, 193, an, 419 
Afflictions, 28, 44, 454 


^ The words are arranged in the order of the English alphabet. Sanskrit and 
Pflli technical terms and words are in small italics ; names of books are in italics 
with a capital. English words and other names are in Roman with a capital. 
Letters with diacritical marks come after ordinary ones. 
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definition of, in, 62; prapatti in, 54; 
purufa in, 43 ; purufa and avidyd in, 
44; Sarnkar$ana, Pradyumna and 
Anirudha in, 56; sattva, rajas and 
tamas in, 45; senses and personality, 
evolution of, in, 49; service of God 
in, 54; Sudarsana power, nature of, 
in, S3; Sudarsana power of, in, 57; 
sabda-hrahman^ evolution of, in, 58 ; 
sabda-energ^^ and the cakras in, 58 ; 
sakti and creation in, 36-7; saktif 
nature of, in, 36; sakti of God in, 
44 ; time in, 46 ; time in relation with 
categories, in, 46; trinity of prakrti^ 
purusa and kala^ in, 46-7; ultimate 
reality in, 34; ultimate reality, 
realization of, in, 34; updya-jndna in, 
55 ; vdsand, karma affecting the jivas^ 
in, 51; Vi^nu-4akti as bhdvaka 
and bhdiya in, 50; vyuhas in, 38; 
vyuha doctrine in, 39; yamas ^nd 
nryamur, enumeration of, in, 61 ;yoga 
in, 60 

Ahobila, 123 

Ahobila RahganStlia Yati, 118, 131 
Air, 60, 128, 499, 504, 540, 550 
aisvarya, 30, 35, 37, 47, 56 
aitihya, 426 

Aiyangar, Mr S. K., 64 66, 67 

68, 81 n., 104 n. 
ajada^ 146, 171 
ajadatva^ 171 
Ajatasatru, 520, 524 
Ajita, 521. 522 

Ajita Kesakamball, 521 ; his doctrines, 
521 

Ajmir, X03 

Ajftina, 144, 177, 178, 179, 195, 315, 
317, 321, 327, 328, 329. 330, 338, 

339. 362, 363, 364. 365. 366, 367, 

368, 369. 370, 371. 372, 374. 393. 

394. 407, 408, 409, 4^0, 41 1, 424, 

426. 437. 439. 466, 470, 485. 487. 

495. 506; characteristics, 365; con- 
stituents, 367; diverse supposition 
of it refuted by Rlmflnuja, 177 et 
seq, ; its assumption leads to vicious 
infinity, inn.; its criticism by 
Venkafa, 327 et seq.; Nimbflrka’s 
conception of, 407 et seq. ; refuted by 
Ramflnuja, 177; stuff, 360; San- 
kara’s view of it criticized by 
Mahfldirya, 361 et seq. ; Sahkarite 
view criticized by Mftdhava 
Mukitnda, 424 et seq. ; unspeakable, 
367: whole, 37a 
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aJUdtatayd jndtatayaVva^ 249 
akdh, 447 
akdraka~vdda, 521 
Akhanddrthatua-hhainga^ 126 
akhydti, 47, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 
185, 186, 187, 237, 239, 241, 243, 
245; view. 186 n., 244, 245 
akitncitkara, 527 
akiriyoy 521 
akiriyam, 520 
Akicaialvan, 97 n. 
aksara, 46, 503 
alambufa^ 59 
alarka-sdkay 97 n. 
alaukika, 426 
*AU-ud-dln, 120 
Allahabad. loi, 401 n. 

All -complete, 303 
All-iiluminating, 451 
All-merciful, 85, 99, 412 
All-perceiving, 27 
All-pervading, 393, 405, 413 
All-pervasive, 23, 24, 262, 291, 292, 
299, 426, 432; entities, 263 
All -pervasiveness, 157, 450 
Allegorical drama, 121 
Alms, 102, 1 19 
alpa, 292 

Alternative, 180, 207, 209, 210, 312, 
430 

AlagSrkoil, 103 
Atnalan^ddipirdn, 69, 1 34 n. 
Amara~kofa, 515 
Ambrosial sweetness, 84 
Ammahgi, 105 
Amorous, 73; longings, 83 
amrta, 502 
amumtila^ 505 
amia, 194, 485 
amsd-msibhdva, 484 
amidvatdra, 475 
an-adhigatd-rtha-gantr, 215 
an-adhyav€udya, 214 
Analogy, 5, 128, 144, 192, 216, 219. 

230, 269, 276, 298, 301, 3 1 5, 322, 

341. 37i» 410, 434, 452, 455. 469, 

512, 513. 531 539 

Analysis, 52, 180, 207, 297 
Analytic, 31 
Analytical, 497 
Ananda Press, 94 n. 

Ananta, 39 351 

Ananta Bhatta, 98, 102 
Ananta Dlk9ita, 98, 162 ft. 
Anantaguru, 112 

Anantartma, 408, 409, 41 o l^s criticism 
of the mdyd of Sankara, 410 et jag. 


Ananta-sQri, 94 ft., 98 n., 110, 119 
Anantflcflrya, 98, 105, 188, 241, 242 ft., 
246, 247, 305 ; supports corre- 

spondence theory, 246^; theory of 
illusion, 188 

Anantarya, 102, no, 112, 13 1, 133, 
209, 297, 298, 395; his notion of 
class-concepts, 297; his view of re- 
lations of souls with God, 297 
an-anubhdvyatva, 230, 231 
an-anyatha-^siddhatva^ 390 
an-anyathd-siddha-niyata-pUrva-vartitdt 
397 

Anatomy, 515 ft. 
anaupadhika, 485 
anavadhdrana^ 369 

anavadhdraMtvam eva dvarar^tm, 370 

anavasthd^ 9i 176 

anavasthd-parihdrdya, 249 

anddy-ananta, 61 

a~ndmaka, 25 

andhatamisra, 500 

AndhrapQrna, 104, 105, 109 

aneka-dharma^ 212 

anekdntat 210 

Anger, 32, ^8, 61, 545 

Animals, 221, 441 n. 

Animate, 116 

Aniruddha, 13, 37, 38, 39, 4*, 43, 44. 
52. 56, 57 . 1 57, 1 58 , 443 «•» 448 ft.. 475 

A niruddha-sarnhi td-mahopanifod^ 2 3 
anirvacanlya^ 179, 238, 239, 243, 435 
anirvacanlya-khydtif 183, 188, 242, 245 
anityatva, 199 
amyamat 227 

Annihilation, 276, 324, 377 
Antagonism, 437 
Antagonistic, 374 
antah, 483 

antahkarana, 142, 152, 172, 173, 361, 
364, 366, 368, 369, 370, 420, 434. 
444. 453. 486, 499 
antahkarana-vrtti, 41 1 
antarangOf 377 
antarydmi, 483 
antarydmy^avatdrat 39 ft. 
Antarydmi^brahmana, 390 
arjtarydmin, 40, 41, 200 
Antecedent, 203, 342 
Antipathy, 29, 30, 51, 87, 148, 449, 
470, 488 
Antiquity, 99 
anubhava^ 8, 9 
anubhavd-numdna, 229 
anubhdvya, 231 

anubhUti, 143. * 68 , 170, 171, I77, 
23011., 231, 3*8, 348 



554 


Index 


anugraha, 51, 52 
anugrahasarga, 502 
anumdna, 426, 427, 487 
anumitf, 178 n. 
anupalabdhi, 426, 428 
anuidsana parva, 447 
anuvrtti, 224 
anuvrtii-vi^ayaka, 224 
anuvrtty-avifasayaka-jndfutt 224 
anu^iyavasdya, 467 
anvaya, 231 

anvaya-vyatireki, 227, 228, 229, 427 
Anvaydrtha-prakdsikd, 197 n. 
Anvayfirya, 384 
Anvayflrya Dlk^ita, 384 
anvitd-hhidhdna, 233 ; Venkata, its up- 
holder, 233 

anvita-bhidhdna^vdda, 233 
anyathd‘jndna, 485 

anyathd-khydti, 179. 180, 181. 183. 
184. 185. 186. 187, 210, 237, 239, 
241. 242, 244. 245. 398 
anyathdvabhdsaht 179 
anvyayit 229 
anyonyd-bhdva, 428 
anyonyd-sraya^ 329 
anyUndnairrikta^ 46 
Angird, 482 

Afiguttara NiUdya^ 5x6 n, 518, 524 
Afijali-vathhavay 127 
Anna-guru, 115 
Annavflyyahgftcarya, 133 
Annayic&rya, iii, 137 
Aooay>rya. ” 5 . » 30 i « 3 a. i 33 . 396 
aim, 498 
ap, 49 n. 
apara, 489 
apard, 509 
aparigraha, 61 n. 
aparokfa, 227, 367. 44* 
Aparydtmdmrtdcdrya, 112 
Apathy. 73 
apavarga, 506 
59. 540 
apdna vdyu, 59 
apdramdrthikd, 477 
Aperture, 59 
Apostolic, 66 
AppayScArya, 122 

Apyaya-dlk^ita, 114, 116, 121, 131, 

133 

Appeal, 56 

Appearance, 52, 179, 180, 182, 187, 
188, 193, 196, 199, 207, 218, 268, 
290, 306. 325 » 332, 333 , 336, 337 . 
366, 367, 369, 407, 422, 47* 
Apperception, 80, 368, 465 


Apprehension, 177, 183, 186, 215, 219, 

239 

apranidrta, 247 
aprameyatva, 230 n. 
apravrttimat, 46 
aprdkrta-vapuh, 73 
a-prdmd^a, 202 
aprtkak-siddha, 299 
a-prthak-sthita, 35 
apGrva, 303, 506 
apUrvavidhi, 405 n. 
arcdvatdra, 39 n., 41 
Arcir-ddi, 135 «. 

Argument, 124, 184, 190, 2891 291, 
313. 3>4i S03. 5»a. 513. 5«7. 546. 
547; in a circle, 17 
artffa, 506 n. 

Arjuna, 39 158 
artha, 62 

artha-krtyd-kdritva, 436, 458 
Artha-pancaka, 135 fi. 
artha-paricchedaka, 240 
artha-pariccheda-kdfi, 240 
arthdpatti, 128, 234, 235, 314, 426: 

upheld by Meghan&dari, 234-5 
artha-prakdsd, 356 
Artha-sdstra, 512, 532 
Articles of worship, 70 
Arunaghatl, 416 

Arunddhikararta-iaraia^a-vivarai^l, 392 

arvdksrotas, 501, 502 

Aragiyas, 68, 85, 88, 89, 94, 105. 138 

asamavdyi, 456 

asamprcgndta, 488 

asamprqjndta-samddki, 446, 487 

asamprcgndta yoga, 446 

asamsargdgraha, 186 

asaidga, 453, 469 

asat, 457 

asattva, 339 

asddhdra^a-kdratfa, 224 

Ascetic, 293, 305, 520, 523, 524, 527 

Ash, 186 

asmitd, 470 

Asoka, 522 

aspoffatvdt, 537 

Aspects, 311, 414, 419, 454 

astdda, 513 

Assembly, 482 

Assertion, 313, 343, 344. 431, 43a 
Association, a6, 185 186, 187, 199, 

a»4. *33. *84. * 99 . 300. 303. 3o8, 
3*6, 3*7. 345, 389, 408, 4>*, 44,. 
469, 470, 474, 489. 493. 503. 509, 
534. 535; of body, 389 
Assumptions, x86 fi., 297, 298, 323, 
338, 350, 4*4. 437. 439 
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asteya, 6i 
asthira^ zg'i 

Asti-hrahmeti-sruty-artha-vicdra^ 1 3 1 
Astronomy, 515 «. 
asura, 528, 529, 531 n, 
Aftadaia-bheda-nirnaya, 85, 86, 88, 
89/1., 90 n., 91, 92 w., 93 w., 132. 
138; its contents, 88 et seq. 
Aftadaia-rahasyartha-nirnayat 117 
Aftadasa-rahasyartha-vivarana, 85, 86, 
87 n. 

aftanga yoga, 24, 96, 98 
Aftavimsad-vidhatmika, 501 n. 
Asvamedha-parvan, 517 
a-tathd-bhutd-rtha-jndnam, 247 
Atharva-Veda, 447 
Atheism, 473, 479 
Atheistic, 472, 480 
atiprakdsa, 503 
atisaya, 203 
atlndriya, 225, 354 

Atomic, 7, SI, 89, icon., 194, 281, 
41 3» 432, 443. 444; individuals, 93; 
individual souis, 93; theory, 262 
Atomists, 2 1 1 , 264 

Atoms, 128, 152, 15s, 163, 183, 262, 
264, 540, 541. 550 

Attachment, 10, 29, 32, 34. 5i. 7i. 148, 
287, 437, 441. 449. 450, 462, 464, 
470. 506, 545 

Attainment, 32, 60, 62, 70, 290, 429, 
443. 445 

Attention, 31, 310 
Atthasdlinl, 514 ii. 

Attitude, 344 

Attribute, 80, 192, 193, i95> 222, 407, 

413 

Attribution, 325, 472 
Attutayi, 98 

Auditory, 308; knowledge, 5; percep- 
tion, 281 
Aufrecht, 127 
aupddhika, 434 
Author, 130 
Authoritativeness, 20 
Authority, 175, 517 
AutO'intoxication, 82 
avatdra, 38, 39, 40 n., 129, 302, 401, 
475 

avayava, 227, 232, 263 
avayavl, 263 

avayavo'pacayd-pacayayor, 386 
avdcyatva, 230 n, 
avdntara-vydpdra, 203 
avdstava, 436 
avedinah, 501 
a-vedyatva, 231, 367 


avibhdga, 455, 460 
a^vidhi-gocaratva, 88 n. 
avidyd, 4, 5, 29, 44. 46, I59. t6o, 161, 
163, 165, 169, 173. 174. *75. 176, 
*77. *78, 194, 196, 198 n., 295. 296, 
308, 316, 317, 319, 321, 322, 324, 

326, 330. 331, 332, 333, 334. 335. 

337. 338, 339. 343. 345. 3^4. 3^5. 

366, 371, 372, 373, 374, 375. 393. 

414. 421, 422, 423, 436, 441. 443. 

44.4. 445. 468, 460, 470, 476, 477. 

478. 487, 492, 500, 507, 508 n.; 
Brahman cannot assume diverse 
forms on account of, 176; Brahman 
cannot be dsraya of it, 176; concep- 
tion of its cessation criticized, 338 et 
seq.\ in relation to self-luminosity, 
as treated by Vijftar.a-Bhiksu, 468 et 
seq.\ it cannot veil Brahman, 176; 
its criticism by Venkata, 330 et seq . ; 
its opposition to vidya, 176; Nim- 
barka’s idea of, 41 1 ; Sankara’s con- 
ception refuted, 175 et seq.; the 
view of its difference from mdyd 
criticized, 334 et seq. 
avidydyam jlvah jlvdda vidyd, 177 n. 
a^visamvdditva, 216 
a^visada^svarUpa, 177 
avisesa, 499, 504 
aviveka, 449 
avuddhipUrvakoy 502 
avyakta, 34, 36, 45, 257, 476, 477, 488, 
497. 504. 5*0. 5**. 
Avyakta-nrsimhopanifod, 1 3 
avyakti, 52 
Avyaktopanifod, 13 
a-vyavahita, 136 
Awakened state, 178 
Awareness, 184, 185 205, 217, 220, 

248. 255, 319. 320. 321, 322, 340. 
34*. 344. 439 
Ayodhya, 103, 120 
ayoni, 46 
Ayyanna, 133 

Ayyar, Sir Subrahmanya, Lectures, 
64 n., 65 n. 

AcdraAocana, 133 
dedrya, 102 
Acarya-dlkfita, 130 
Acdrya-hrdaya, 137, 138 
Aedrya-panrdsat, 117 
Acdrya^virfisati, 133 
ddhdra, 454 
adhdrd-kdro-pddhi, 333 
ddheyatva, 298 
adhydsika-sambandha, 423 
ddhydtmikl, 507 
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Aditya, 20 
AdivarShacarya, 132 
Adivaraha Vedantacarya, 13 1 


dgama, 14, 487, 519 

Agama-pr/imdnya, 14, 17, 98, 154, 155 

Sgantuka^dharmavattvam^ 393 

Aganga, 96 

^neya-man^la, 59 

Ajlvaka sect, 522 

Mvakgs , 523, 524, 52s 

Ajivakas, their views, 522 

Sjlvas ; 523 

akdia^ 6, 48, 49 n., 163, 164, 252, 260, 
261, 263, 280, 282, 283, 284, 498, 


499 . 504. 510 

A kaiddhikarar^-vicara, 133 
Alaya-vijn&na, 274, 275 
Alavandar, 67 n., 97 
Alvartirunagah, 68 

dnanda, 35, 154. 344 . 444 , 445 . 
486 

Ananda-dayinl, 122, 123, 131 
Anandagiri, 105, 106, 107 
Ananda-tdratamya-kharufana, 129, 133, 


Ananda-vallarl, 122 
dnukUlyasya sofnkalpa^ 92 
dmjlkfiklt 512 
Angirasa, 21 
Anbillai, 105 

Anbillai-Kandadai-yappan, 64 
Andal, 63, 64. 65. 66 fi., 67, 69, 77, 97, 
109, no, 134 n, 

An<j[an lineage, 129 
dparokfyOf 309 
Arddhana-kranuit 122 
Arddhand-samgraha, 125, 352 
dfjava, 61 

Artti-prabandha, 138 
Axvar and Ramanuja, difference of 
outlook, 112 

Afvar Kula-aekhara, 80 n. 

Ajvar literature, 91 
Axvars, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 74, 
75 , 78 . 79 . 83, 84, 8s, 86, 88 n., 89, 
102. 105, 1 12, 124, 134, 138, 376; 
Andal’s filial love, 77; Andal's love 
for God as GopI, 77; the Axagiyas 
generally followed Axvars, though 
there were differences in religious 
dogmas, 85; as Avataras of, 64; 
castes of, 64; cessation of inclina- 
tions leads to God, 72; chronology 
of, 64-8 ; conception of bridegroorn 
and bride, 79; difference of their 
devotion with that of the Saivas, 
83; difference between Axvars- and 


Axapyas on religious dogmas, 8s--6; 
distinguished from the Axagiyas, 68; 
episode of the King Kula-4Cfkhara, 
feeling oneself as wife of God, 73; 
fifth centum, 72-3; fourth centum, 
72; God constantly wooing the 
devotee, 78; God fettered by His 
mercy, 78 ; God’s grace, only means 
of sdvation, 78; influence of the 
Puranic religion on the Axvars, 81; 
lamentation for God, 73 ; lamentation 
illustrated, 74, 75, 76; love of God, 
ever growing, 79; meaning of, 68; 
Namm’-axvar’s conception of soul, 
79“8 o ; Namm’-axvar’s third centum, 
71 ; ninth centum, 73 ; pangs for God, 
71; pathological symptoms of love 
similar to those of the Vaifi^avas of 
the Gau<jiya school, 83; Periy- 
axvar’s conception of himself as 
Yo^oda, 77 ; philosophy of, 69 et seq . ; 
Radha (Nappinai) referred to as the 
consort of Kf^na, 8 1 ; reference to in 
Bhagavata, 63 ; sources of, 64; stages 
of God’s love, 79 ; summary of 
^athakopa’s works, 70 et seq.\ their 
auto-intoxication, 82; their contro- 
versy with the Vai^navas regarding 
religious dogmas, 84; their distinc- 
tion from the Axagiyas, 94; their 
love ecstatic but not philosophic, 
79 ; their love of God does not sh6w 
signs of gross criticism, 83; their 
relation with the love of the Gaudiya 
school, 81-2; their works divided 
into three rahasyas, 92 ; the Tehgalai 
and Vadagalai schools represent 
the difference between the Axvars 
and the Axagiyas, 86; they identify 
themselves as legendary personages 
associated with the life of Kf^na un- 
like Bhagavata, 81; they reveal a 
knowledge of Puraiiic religion of 
Kr?na, 80; they reveal in the devo- 
tion all the principal types of 
emotion, 83; they visualized God 
everywhere through intoxication of 
love, 83; Tiru-mahgaiy’s filial love, 
77; Tiru-mangaiy and Namm’axvar, 
difference of their love, 79 ; vision of 
God, 72 ; works of, 68-9 
Axvar-Tirunagari, 103 
Axvaric Tengalai school, 86 
dsana, 30, 60, 61, 505 
dstika, 471, 518 
dtithyot 62 

Asuri Keiava, 98, 100 
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Siaya, 44 

dhama, 2, ix, 91, 293 
diraya, 176, 407 
Aivcddyana-smrit^ zo 
dtma^caitanya, 8 
dtma-khydti, 238 
dtma-nikfepah, 92 
dtma-samarpana, 60 
Atma-siddhi, 207, 227 

30, 34, 142, 173, 338. 483. 486, 
502, 510, 529 
dtmd^ 80, 483, 485 

dtmd-nubhava^laksana-kaivalyd-khya- 
puruylrthahf 382 
dtmdiraya, 255 
dtmd vd are draftavyah^ 8 
Atreya, 39, io6. 107, 119 
Atreyz fjotra^ 109, no, 118 
Atreyanatha, 114 ?2., 125 
Atreyanatha sQri, 346 
Atreya Ramanuja, 119 
Atreya varada, 132 
Atn, 21 ; linea^^e, 352 
dtyantika^ 502. 503 
dvarana, 283, 369, 372 
dvarand-hhdva, 282 
dveidimtdra, 38, 39, 475 
ayata, 514 
ayatana^ 515 
Ayur-veda, 517 

Bad, 80, 452, 521 ; actions, 414; deeds, 
415. 444, 527 
Badari, 103 
Badari-natha, 96 
bala, 37, 56 
Balahhadracarya, 401 
Baladeva, 496 
Balarama, 392, 429 
bandha, 136 
Bangkok, 515 
Baptism, 19 
Barabar hills, 522 
Barua, Dr, 521 524 n, 

Basic, 475; cause, 365; consciousness, 
362; reality, 449 

Basis, 46, 182, 192, 332, 334. 422, 423. 
439, 440, 454. 456. 468, 471. 489. 
494, 515 
Bath, 104 

Badarayana, 15, 17, 125, 235, 381; his 
so-called refutation of Paflcaratra is 
not correct, 17; refutes the Pafl- 
caratras. 15 
badha^ 459 

badhaka-saTfisarga-grahanam, 186 
Badhula iSrlnivasacarya, 361 


hdla-loka, 513 
Bdla-sarasvatt, 133 
Bdrhaspatya, 512, 533 
Bdrhaspatya-sutrat 532 
Beauty, 71, 98 
Becoming, 457 
Before and atter, 284 
Beginning, 343, 544 
Beginningless, 5, 6, 26, 27, 34, 43, 5i, 
54. 177, 19SH., 279, 284, 285, 330, 
331, 339, 354. 367, 372, 373, 409, 

413. 422. 423, 424. 425, 426, 444, 

446. 448, 452, 467, 474, 477, 489. 

497, 506, 544. 547; time, 316 
Behaviour, 5, 179, 185, 187, 236, 240, 
244, 246, 287 
Behaviouristic action, 288 
Beings, 30, 34, 42 49. .54, 154, 190, 
195. 239. 243, 312, 313, 314, 32s. 
339, 413, 421, 431, 436, 443 w., 447, 
448, 4SO, 452, 454. 456, 457, 465, 

474. 477, 480, 483, 488, 489, 509, 

524 

Belief, 55, 187, 204, 290 
Bell, 1 19 fi. 

Bcllary, 399 
Benares, 103 
Benediction, 42 
Beneficent, 52 

Beneficial, 51, 62; effects, 335 
Bengal, 94, i tz 
B engal Asiatic Society, 401 
Besnagar Column, 19 
Bhadantabhiskara, 3 n. 

Bhadda, 522 
bhadra, 30, 60 

Bhagavad-dradhana’^krama^ ii 3 
Bh( 7 gavad‘gltd, 97, 105, 379, 402, 482, 

485 

Bhagavad-guna-darpanay n 9 n. 
Bhagavad-vishayarriy 78 n., 79, 79 n. 
bhagaijanmaya, 51 
Bhagavaty 107 
bhagavat-prlty-arthaniy 92 
Bhagavat SenSpati Misra, 117, 132 
BhagavatUsutra, 522, 524 m., 525 
bhagavdn, 34, 107 n., 475, 508 n. 
Bhaktagr§mapurna, no 
BhakUnghrirenu, 63 
bhaktiy 17. 19. 32, 33. fi3, ^3 «•, 93, 100, 
139 xbi, 292, 293, 378, 380, 382, 
450, 451, 507, 509 ; as conjugal love, 
70; as dasyoy 70; cult, 63; in 
Vijfiana Bhik$u, 450 et seq.\ Ven- 
kata’s views, 292 et seq. 
fr/u2^ri-exultation, 78 
Bhakti-sara, 63, 96 w. 
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hhakH-yoga, 8q, 91, 100 
Bhandarkar, Sir R. G., 64 n., 66, 67, 
80 n., 399, 402; Report of the Search 
for Sanskrit Manuscripts 1882^ 
1883, 401 
hhantikast 182 
BharadvSja, 530 
BharadvSja gotra^ 98 
Bharadvaja lineage, 133, 440 
Bharadvdja Samhitd, 379 
Bhartrhari, 108 
Bhartfmitra, 108 
Bhartf-prapafica, 108, 471 
Bharuchi, 139 
Bhatta Bhftskara, i, 2, 3 n. 
Bhattanfttha, 137, 138 
Bhattftrakaguru, 210, 214 n., 226, 229, 
234; his view of doubt, 210 
Bhattftrya. 134 

Bhattoji Dik^ita, 1, 19 "•: speaking of 
Bhaskara, i 
Bhagavata cult, 19 
Bhagavata school, 3 n. 
Bhdgavata-mdhdtmya, 63 
Bhdgavata-purdna, 40 n., 63, 63 ft., 66, 
67, 80 ft., 81, 402, 451, 518 
Bhdgavata-yoga^ 24> 32 
Bhagavatas, 2, 15, 17. 19. 20, 71, 450, 
475 « I 518 ft., 527 ft. ; not low castes, 

17 

Bhdgurt, 516, 531 
Bhdmatl, 4, 196, 196 ft., 476 
Bhaskara, i, 2, 3, 3 ft., 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 1 1, 
io6, 108, 1 13, 124, 155. *92, 193, 
194, *95. *97, 200, 201, 301, 305, 
4*3, 429, 433, 434, 472, 497; a 
tri-dandin,, i ; bhakti, nature of, 
10; Brahman as transcendent, 10; 
Brahman not exhausted in trans- 
formation, 10; deeds, relation of, 
v.’ith knowledge, 7; difference be- 
tween his view and that of Sankara, 
2; epistemology distinguished fK>m 
Sankara, 9; his bhedabheda concept, 
6; his causality view of, 4-5; his 
date, 3; his difference with Rum- 
ania, 8; his sea and wave illustra- 
tion, 6; his view, God and soul re- 
lation of, 6; his view' of Brahman, 
301 ; his view of God, 1 55 ; his views 
contrasted with those of Ramanuja, 
192 et seq . ; his views criticized from 
the Nimbarka point of view, 431 et 
seq,\ jlvan-mukti, denial of, jo-ii; 
jhdna-samucctta-karma, his view of; 
8; knowledge, his view of, 8; libera- 
tion, nature of, 9; iiber:iti.*>ri of 


duties, 9; mukti, way to, xo; relation 
of Brahma-sutra with Mlmdmsd^ 
satra, his concept of, 7; relation to 
Pahearatras, p. 2 ; sat cit and ananta, 
identity of, 10; soul nature of, 7; 
soul relation with God, 7 ; substance 
and qualities, view of, 10; Sankara, 
refutation of, 4-5 ; transcendent 
Brahman, nature of, 10; world as 
spiritual, 10 
Bhaskara Bhatta, 3 

Bhdskara-bhdfya^ 2 fi., 4, 6 fi., 7, 
8 n. 

Bhaskaradeva, 3 n. 

Bhaskaradiksita, 3 n. 

Bhaskaramisra, 3 n. 

Bhaskaranrsimha, 3 n. 

Bhaskarasena, 3 n. 

Bhaskarasastri, 3 n. 

Bhaskaracarya, 3 
Bhaskaracarya, Pandita, 3 n 
Bhaskaranandanatha, 3 n. 
Bhaskararanya, 3 ft. 

Bhaskarites, 431 

bhdfya, 88 107 ft. , 108, 109, 113, 

114, 115, 116, 118, 138, J39, 181 ft., 
196, 298, 352, 395, 400, 514 
bhdfya-^kdra, 108 

Bhdtya-‘prakdsikd’-dutanoddhdra, ii 4 
Bhd^ya-vivarana, 128 
bhd^yopodghdtQf 106 
Bhatta, 248 
Bhaudaji, Dr 3 
bhdva, 52 
bhdva-jdf 29 
bhdvaka, 50, 51, 53 
Bhdva-prabodha^ 114 n., 125 
Bhdva-pradipikdf 116, 131 
Bhdva-prakdsa, 122 
Bhdva-prakdstkdf X14, 122, 13 1 
Bhdva-prakdsikd-dQfanoddhdra^ 1 30 
bhdva-rUpd*~jndna, 361 
bhdvya, 50, 51, 53 
bheda, 6, 194, 223, 417 
Bheda-darpana, 115, 384, 388, 392 
Bheda-mani, 115 ft., 384 
Bheda-vada, 133 
bheda~vddi, 401 

bhedabheda^ i, 28, 105, 107, 406, 413, 
47*. 472 

Bhedd-bheda-vada, 405 
Bheda-dhikkdra-ftyakkara, 122 
bheddgraha, 186 

Bhik$u, 281 448, 450, 4Si, 452, 

456, 460, 46s, 466, 467, 468, 47,, 
472, 473. 474. 477. 478. 479. 487. 
488 
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bhinnatve satyahhinna-sattakatvam, 373 
bhoga, 300, 464, 485. 495 
bhogya^iakti, 6 
bhokift 6 

BhiUnta-yoglndra, 63 n. 

Bhrgu, 48a 
Bhutan, 68 n. 

Bha~gola~nirfiaya, 122 

BhQmi, 41, 57, 51 1 

BhQri Bhatta. 402 

Bhuri Srl^ailapQrna, 98, 109 

6/iflta-modifications, 183 

Bhatapurl, 100, 101 

bhUtas^ 163, 182, 260 fi.t 261, 502, 504, 

507. 510 

bhOta-sargat 502 n. 

BhOtatt’-arvAr, 63, 64, 65, 68, 66 n., 
68 n., 134 «• 

BhQtayogIndra, 63 if. 
hhUta-yoni, 25 

bhatadi, 48, 163, 259, 260, 261, 498, 
499. 504. 510 
bhatdnit 512 
bhatdtmd, 25 
bhati, 44 
bhUti^bheddh, 44 
bhati-iakti, 42 
bhaty^atfiiahf 44 
bhUyO'-dariana^gamya, 228 
Bibliotheca Indica, 483 it. 

Bile, 182 
hindUt 58 

Bio-motor, 59, 258; faculties, 540 
Birth. 33, 51. aS?. 290, 294. 37o, 382, 
431. 462. 549 
Bison, 234 
Bittideva, 104, 113 
bljdrkkura, 1 77 
Black Rati, 38 
Blind, 367 ; map, 390 
Bliss, 16, 34, 35, 41, 50. 51, 52, 71, 

144, 154, 175. 295. 302, 304, 31 1, 

365, 366, 404. 408, 413, 414, 441, 

442, 443, 445, 448, 463, 474, 485, 

486, 489, 494 

Blissful, 62; emotion, 71; nature, 

383 

Blissfulness, 325 
Blue colour, 153 
Boar, 38 
boddhdf 48 
bodha-lakfana, 10 

Bodhayana, 105, 108, 109, 139, 180, 
181 192, 350 

Bodhdyana-vfttiy 102, 103 n, 
Bodhisattva. 513 
Bodily charms, 83 


Body, 7, 31, 33, 41, 55, 58, 59. 60, 80, 
139, 191, 192, 194. 195. 199, 201, 

288. 289, 291, 295. 297, 298, 300, 

301, 302. 308, 325, 327. 352, 365, 

369, 39t. 4*2, 414. 444. 448. 450. 

45*. 456, 462, 475, 504, 522, 526, 

528. 529, 540. 541. 542. 543, 544, 

546, 548, 549. 550; of God, 71 
Bombay, 200 n. 

Bond 26; of sympathy, 71 
Bondage. 5, 7, 24, 27, 44. 5*. 57, 136. 

201, 292, 295. 334. 3^>4. 365. 370, 

407, 410, 412, 414, 421, 432, 433, 

437. 453. 457, 460. 476, 477. 491, 

495. 506. 509 
Brahma, 306, 473. 474 
brahma-bhakti 507 
brahma-caryat 61 
Brahma-causality, 1x6, 388, 396 
brahma-cdrin, 124 
Brahma-character, 366 
Brahmadatta, 108, 291; his view of 
Brahman, 291 

Brahma-experience, 465 ; treatment by 
Vijnana Bhiki^u, 465 
Brahmahood, 17, 405 h., 506 
Brahma-jndna-nirdsa, 130 
Brahma-knowledge, 2, 4, 89, 305, 308, 
326, 336, 337. 435, 466 
Brahma-laksana-vada, 133 
Brahma-lakfana-vakydriha^ 1 30 
Brahma - lakfona - vdkydrtha - sartigraha, 
130 

brahma-laya, 5O9 
Brahma-manifestation, 373 
Brahman, i, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 12, 
20, 26, 28, 30, 31. 33, 34. 35. 37. 39. 
68, 89, 93, 106, 1 16, 126, 13611., 
*53. *54. *55. *56, 165, 166, 174, 

*75. *76, 177. *78. 192. 193, *94, 

*95. *96. 197. *98, 199, 200, 201, 

208. 211, 224. 239. 29*, 295, 299. 

300 n., 301, 302, 303, 307, 309, 312, 
313. 3*4. 3*5. 3*6, 3*7. 3*9. 320, 

322, 323, 325, 326. 328. 329, 330, 

33*. 332, 333. 334, 335, 336. 337, 

338, 340, 343. 345. 350, 35*. 352. 

36s. 366, 367, 369 371. 372, 373. 

374.* 381, 383. 384, 385. 386. 387, 

388. 389, 39*. 392, 394, 395, 396, 

397, 398, 404, 405. 406, 407. 408, 

409, 4*2. 4*5. 4*6, 4*7. 4*8. 4*9, 

420, 421, 422, 423, 424, 429, 430, 

432, 433. 434, 435. 436, 437, 438, 

439, 440. 445. 446, 447. 44®, 452, 

454. 455, 456, 457, 458, 460, 461, 

462, 464, 465, 466. 477, 483, 484, 
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Brahman {cont,) 

485, 486. 487, 492, 493. 494. 495. 
497. 509; material and efficient 

cause, 301 

Brahmanandin, 106, 107 
Brahman-consciousness, 317 
Brahmanhood, 383 n. 

Brahmanic, 515 n. 

Brahman of Sankara, 396 
Brahman’s nature, 397 
Brahmana, 527 
hrahma-randkra, 31, 59 
Brahma~rdtra, 23 

brahma-samasattdka-vikdrd - nglkdrdt, 
396 

Brakma-samhitdf 40 n . ; avatar as in, 
40 If. 

Brahma-sarffa^ 25 
Brahma-state, 468 

Brahma-sutra, i, 3, 4. 7 *5. i7. 102. 

105, 107, X08, 113, 116, 117, 118, 
124, 125, 126. 133, 139, 195. 196. 
305. 349. 350. 381, 402, 404, 405 
406 n., 440, 454, 465. 466, 472, 478, 
479. 480, 482, 496, 517 548 

Brahma - sutra - hhd^ya-purva-pakfa^ 
samgraha-kdrikd, 117 
Brahma - sutra - bhdsyd - rambha - prayo - 
yana-samarthana^ 118 
Brahma ‘ sutra- bhdfya - sarngraha - viva - 
rono, 118 

Brahma - sutra - bhdfya - xydkhyd^ 1 1 7, 
130 

Brahma-sUtra-bhdfyopa-nydsa, 117, 

125 

Brahma-sUtra-dipikd, 118, 133 
Brahma-sutrdrtha-samgrahaf 108, 116, 
130 

Brahma-sabddrtha-vicdra, 130, 131 
Brahma-sakti-vada, 133 
Brahmatantra-jiyar, 1 1 1 
Brahma-vidyd-kaumudif 1 1 5 
Brahma^vtdyd-vijaya^ 117, 126 ^ 
Brahma-vi^nu, 497 

Brahma, 12, 13, 25, 38, 40 n., 43. 45. 
52, 232, 475. 499. 503. 504. 505. 5©?. 
510 

Brahmd-jhdna-vddi, 177 n. 
hrahmdnda^ 38 
Brahmdnda-purdim, 20 
brahmatmatvOy 431 
Brahminic, 2, 19 

Brahmins, 14, 17, 1 it., 97, 441 *1., 516, 
517. Sj8, 5*1. 549 
brahrra, 47 
hrahmopdsanamy 382 
brdhmoy 502 


Breath, 66 
Breath-control, 23 

Brhad-dranyaka Upanifody 494, 519, 
519 528, 529 

Brhad-dranyako-panifat-prakdiikdy 1 26 
Brhaj-jdtaka, 523 

Bfhaspati, 12, 140 w., 516, 531, 532, 
533 

Brhaspati-sutray 531 
Bridegroom, 79, 378 
Brindaban, 63, 120, 440 
Buddha, 39, 505, 522 
Buddhaghoso, 512, 513. 520, 521 «., 
522, 524 If. 

huddhiy 7, 43, 47, 49, 56, 80, 144, 147, 
148. 163, 449, 453, 464, 465, 466, 
467, 468, 409, 470, 476, 480, 486, 
490. 491. 494. 495. 499 «■. 503. 5o6, 
507, 508 ; in relation to sukha- 
duhkha in Vijnana Bhiksu, 464 
Buddhism, 143, 516 
buddhi-statesy 467 

Buddhist doctrine of momentariness, 
refutation by Venkata, 268 et seq, 
Buddhist theory, 262* 

Buddhist view, 251-2, 541 
Buddhistic doctrines, 518 
Buddhistic literature, 520 
Buddhistic texts, 518 
Buddhists, 1, 129, 205, 216, 236, 238, 

254. 255, 268, 269, 270, 271. 275, 

276, 282, 398, 424. 443. 471. 512, 

513. 518, 519, 525, 527, 538, 539. 

540, 541. 543. 546; view of in- 
validity inadmissible, 236 
buddhi-tattvOy 25 
Bukka 1, King, 12 1 
Bukka’s son Kampana, 121 
Burning capacity, 249 
Burning object, 249 

Caitanya, 403 

caitanyOy 8, 81, 141, 451 

Caitanya-caritdmrtay 403 n. 

Cakdra-samarthanay 1 23 

cakrOy 58, 60, 64 

cak^usy 502 

Calmness, 52 

Campakesa, 115, 1x7, 131 

Car^a-mdrutay 1x7, 123, 126, 129 

Capacity, 149, 349. 354*. of fi". 249 

Caraka-samhitdy 516 

caramOy 135 n. 

Carama-guru-nirnayay 125 
Carama-sloka-churukkuy 94 
Cararnopdya-tdtparyay X22 
Cardinal faith, 86 
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Cardinal points, 85, 86 
Camaticat 104 n. 

Camatik, 63 

Case, 288 

Case-ending, 239 

Case-relation, 233 

Caste, 17, 42, 43, 49, 293, 416, 441 

518, 54? 

Caste-distinction, 44 
Caste-duties, 33, 414 
Casuistry, 514, 51 5 
Catalogue, 400 

Catalogue of Sanskrit Manuscripts in 
the Private Libraries oj the North- 
Western Provinces ^ 379, 400 fi.. 

401 n. 

Catalogus Catalogorum, 127 
Category, 2, 30, 36, 37, 45, 46, 47, 48, 
49, 80, 89, 98, 128. 129, 150, 223, 
224, 239. 257, 258. 297. 328, 339, 
34O1 350. 351. 353. 354. 355. 4i7. 
428, 429, 435, 480. S03, 540; of dif- 
ference, 417; of time, 284 
Catholic, 104 

Catuh-slokl, 94 98, 99, 123 

Catuh-slokl-vydkhydt 131 
Catur-vyUha, 509 n 
Causal, 46, 265, 341, 344. 47®, 473. 
484; agents, 267; constituent, 267; 
doctrine, 199; efficiency, 268, 271, 
276, 436, 458; entity, 371; instru- 
ments, 203 ; material, 465 ; moment, 
273; movement, 502; nature, 395; 
operation, 205, 263, 265, 266, 267, 
270, 272, 276, 343; principle, 192; 
qualities, 256; relations, 279, 342; 
state, 42, 200, 344; substance, 344, 

391 

Causality, 53, 128, 205, 206, 276, 278, 
299. 300, 389. 396, 455. 456, 459» 
470 

Causation, 354. 397, 456, 541, 543 
Cause, 4, 8, 9, 24, 4*. 46, 5®. *74. *79. 
x8i, 184, 186, 187, 189, 190, 192, 

*93. *94. *95. *97. *9®, *99. *04, 

206, 232, 256, 257, 260 n., 266, 267, 
270, 271. 276, 277. *78, 279, 293. 

*95, *99. 306, 3*0, 330. 333, 339. 

34*. 342. 343. 350, 354. 365. 3^6, 

385. 388, 389, 396, 406. 410, 4*3. 

433. 44*. 447 448. 45*. 454, 455. 

45<?. 460, 46s, 469. 470, 47*. 473. 

479. 483. 493. 495. 503, 509. 5*o. 

5*4. 539 n., 54*. 54*. 543. 545. 547; 
and effect, 258; qualities, 257 
Causeless, 46, 354 
Cause-moment, 273 


Cause-space, 273 
Cause-time, 273 

Carvftka, 139. 140, 276, 280, 282, 286, 
288, 289, 432, 512, 515. 5*6, 5**. 
5*8. 53*. 533, 536, 538. 539, 54*. 
544. 546, 549. 550; contention, 535 ; 
criticisms against by Jains and 
NaiySyikas, 546; criticisms of the 
Buddhists, against, 541 et seq.; 
doctrine, 546; his logic, 533 et seq.; 
his logic criticized by Jayanta, 
Udayana, etc., 537 et seq . ; logic, 533 ; 
other criticisms against, 548 et seq. ; 
reference to, 531 et seq.; their argu- 
ments for denying soul, 289 n. ; 
types of, 539 
Cdrvdrka-fafti^ 53* n- 
Cdrvdkism, 139 
Cease, 310 
Central question, 50 
Centum, 72 
Ceremonial duties, t6o 
C eremonials, 41 

Cessation, 27, 28, 52, 61, 136, 177, 

287, 292, 293. 295. a*®. 3*'. 338, 

339. 365. 36<>. 369, 37». 372. 374. 

393. 44S. 4S3. 4^3. 47®. 486, 506. 

523, 572; of bondage, 364; of re- 
birth, 70 
C€$tdf 300 
chalOf 512 
Chaldri-smrtif 103 

Change, 196, 313, 314, 321, 325, 338. 
344, 443 n., 445. 447, 456, 457. 458. 
485, 488, 489, 490, 493, 495 
Changeable, 313, 323 
Changeless, 34, 61, 195, 389, 396, 457 
Character, 46, 180, 181, 193, 194, 195, 
209. 210, 297. 3**, 3**. 3*5. 319. 

3*3. 324. 33*. 33*. 333. 334, 336. 

35*. 407. 408, 41 1, 420. 465, 534. 

548 

Characteristic, 185, 207, 209, 212, 300, 
3*7, 325. 350, 426, 450: quality, 317 
Characterless, 166, 195, 356 
Charity, 86, 87 
Oiarm of God, 83 
Chdndoagyopanifad-bhdfya, 117 
Chdndogya, loi, 106, 528, 529, 530 
Chandogya Upani^ad^ 3, 106, 107, 126, 
517, 528; heretics referred to, in, 528 
Chdndogyo-panifdd-prakdsikd, 1 26 
Chemical change, 141 
Chimerical, 179, 191, 241, 271, 312, 
3*4. 3*9. 33*. 339, 406. 435; 
entities, 239. 243, 271. 333. 344. 
440; objects, 274 i theory, 266 

36 


D III 



Index 


562 


Choice, 304 

Chowkhamba, 202 it., 209 n. 
Chronological, 68 
cic-chakH, 32, 416 
eidanUa, 301 
ein-^mdtram, 165 
cmtandtmakam indriyam, 48 
Circular, 255 
Circulation, 59 

Circumstances, 182, 320, 323, 349, 
430 

154. 391. 396. 397, 444 
citi, 503, 504 
Cit^prakarana, 160 n. 

Citsukha, 111, 468 

citsukhadirya, 318, 482 

citta, 281 n., 480, 499 n. 

citta-vrtti-nirodha^ 62, 506 

Class-characters, 167, 232, 534 

Class-concept, 224, 226 n., 297, 436 

Class-notions, 61 

Classification, 30, 129, 212 

Clay, 3, 4 n., 199; materials, 3 

Clearness, 217 

Clinging to God, 87 

Closed souls, 501 

Cloth, 190, 193, 256, 265 

Clouds, 50 

Code of duties, 88 

Coeval, 183 

Co-existence, 273, 543 

Co-existent, 286, 423 

Co-extensive, 291, 292 

Cognate, 43 

Cognition, 8, 9, 217, 218, 248, 289, 
310, 311, 315, 318, 320, 323, 325. 
335, 347, 360, 368, 410, 4X1, 428 
Cognitive, 31, 49, 61, 318, 466; ex- 
periences, 300; characters, 241; 
operation, 359; process, 467; rela- 
tion, 358; sense, 25, 48, 280; situa- 
tion, 467 jp 

Coherence, 300; of qualities, 254 
Coimbatore, X2i 

Cola. 65, 67, 94, 98. 103, 1*3, 5*3; 
kings, 104 

Collocating entities, 275 
Collocation, 141, 152, 204, 206, 264, 
*9*, 354, 360, 473; of accessories, 
354; of causes, 203 
Collocative agents, 342 
Collocative causes, 248 
Colony, 42, 43 
Colophon of Mitra, 403 
Colour, 61, 141, 167, 182, 251, 389; 

perception, 280 
Colour-data, 253 


Colour-datum, 253 
Combinations, 326 
Commands, 303 

CommenUry, 1 n., 3, 99, 102 n., 106, 
107, 108, 114, 115, 116, 1x7, 120, 
122, 123, 125, *26, 127, 130, 131, 
132, *34, *38, 214, 260 If., 305, 349, 
402, 403, 440, 460, 476, 482, 516, 
5*711., 518, 523, 532; literature, 86 
Commentator, 107 n., 196, 444 
Commission, 398 
Common, 207 
Communication, 309, 428 
Communion, 70, 99. 376 
Companions, 83 
Compendium, 135 
Complete, 36, 296 
Complex, 188, 193; feeling, 90 
Comprehension, 419 
Computation, 96 

Conative, 49; organs, 412; senses, 31, 
61, 280, 504 
Conceit, 173 
Concentration, 30 

Concept, 42, 53, 185, 186, 195, 254, 
264, 297, 340, 344. 390, 406. 434, 
435 

Conception, 45, 192, 195, 295, 297, 
30*, 32*, 328, 333, 335, 341, 35*. 

389, 397, 398, 447, 448, 45*. 456. 

462, 468, 504 
Conceptual cognitions, 341 
Conceptual forms, 3 ii 
Conch-shell, 179, 180, i8r, 182, 183, 
184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 208, 210, 

21 1, 241, 244, 247. 253, 254, 270, 

337, 346, 368, 371, 408; silver, 179, 
184. 237. 246, 312. 3*4. 335, 336. 
340, 343, 344, 398; silver illusion, 
185 It.. 186, 188 
Conciliatory, zo 

Conclusions, 21 x, 3x9, 409, 45X, 458, 
469, 486, 495 

Concomitance, 225, 226, 228, 229, 230, 
263, 273, 3*9, 427, 438, 5*3, 533, 
534. 535. 536, 538 
Concrete, 49, 187 

Condition, 51, x8o, x8i, 193, 2x1, 301, 
306, 310, 3*2, 318, 323. 333, 344. 
346, 4x2, 4*3, 4*6, 4io, 42X, 422, 
428, 432, 433. 434, 461. 463, 468, 
473, 476. 489. 492. 493, 534. 535; 
reality, 243 

Conditional, 289, 390, 533, 538; quali- 
ties, 285, 286 

Conditioned, X93, 446, 474 
Conduct, x6, 550 
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Conflict of knowledge, 212 rt. 
Confusion, 25, 140 
Conglomeration, 37, 163, 252, 2O2, 

275, 278, 288 
Conjeevarain, 68 
Connection, 43 n. 

Connotation, 299 

Conscious, 27, 31, 41, 290, 416, 467, 
491 ; energy, 459; entities. 89; prin- 
ciple, 29; state, 540, 543, 546 
Consciousness, 368, 369, 373, 377, 
406, 407, 413, 420, 429, 438, 439. 

440, 452, 454, 459, 460, 462, 463, 

467, 469. 479. 486, 507, 5*9. 529. 

540, 54*. 543. 545. 546. 547. 548, 

549; its character, 141, 142 
Considerations, 420 
Consonance, 44, 58 
Consort, 70, 81 
Constancy, 29 

Constituent conscious-entities, 2S7 
Constituents, 188, 256, 310, 323. 335. 

414, 415, 419, 424. 430. 455. 458 
Constituted entity, 256 
Construction, 191, 195 
Contact, 263, 270, 281 316, 433, 

466 

Container, 456 
Contemplation, 68 
Contemporary, 131 #1., 135 
Content, 25011., 310, 329, 336, 439; 
of awareness, 185 n.; of knowledge, 
242, 247, 314 

Contentions, zix, 311, 315, 348 
Contentless, 250, 310, 311 
Contentment, 61, 506 
Contents of thoughts, 198 
Contiguity, 46, 296, 316, 324, 3*5. 42* ; 

of consciousness, 240, 420 
Contraction, 393 

Contradiction, 9, 186, 192, 2x0, 239, 
269, 314, 318, 321, 327, 336, 337, 
342. 374. 386, 398, 435, 436. 45*. 
459. 470, 498, 502 n. ; of knowledge, 
179 

Contradictory, 17, 207, 211, 269, 310, 
3*9. 337. 421 

Contrary, 322 ; conclusion, 230 
Contributions, 346 

Control, 30, 32, 58, 303, 430. 443 «•. 

444, 499; of mind, 29 
Controller, 99. 200, 386, 415, 429. 43®. 
45*. 478 

Controversialist, 406 
Controversy, 68, 128, 130, 328, 416 
Conviction, 54, 55 
Co-operation, 409 


Corporeal structure, 431 
Correct, 180 
Correction, 179 

Correspondence, 247, 348, 357; theory, 
246 

Corroboration, 340, 341, 357 
Cosmic. 443"-. 475. 482, 492, 509. 
510; affairs, 475; egg, 504; matter, 
163 

Cosmogony, 515 w. 

Cosmological, 474 
Cotton-seed, 273 
Counterpart, 58 
Couples, 38 

Course, 31, 34. 5>. S*. 56. 57 
Cow, *34 
Cowell, 515 

Creation, 25, 27, 36, 38, 42, 45, 50, 5*. 
52, 56, 58. 1*6, 158, 182. 188, 192, 
*95. *96, 302, 443 444. 449. 452, 

458, 460, 476, 498, 500, 501, 502, 
504. 508 

Creative, 50, 465, 473; activity, 452, 
454; desire, 48; moment, 472 
Creator, 16, 412, 476, 507 
Creatures, 447 n. 

Cteed, 433 
Cnlehon, 314 

Criticism, 76, 112, 1x6, 179, 2x5, 217, 
304. 339. 342. 429. 433. 478, 479. 
5*8, 533 
Crooked, 158 
Cults, 8x 
Currency, 95 
Customs, 2 
Ciiltkopanifad, 480 
Cycle, 41, 51, 446, 481, 490 
Cymbals, 80 

dakfi^a, 381 n. 

Dakstna-kalarya, 38 x,. 382, 383, 

384 

Dancer, 85 
Danrivarman, 67 
danda-niti, 532 
dandtrtj 524 n. 

Darkness, 178 
darsana, 463, 533 
Dasaratha, 429, 522 
Dasa-shki, 399, 400, 403 
dasdvat^ 251 
Data, 210, 428 
Dattatreya. 40 n. 

Datidtreyopamfad, 13 
Date-juice, 220 
Datum, 287 
Davids, 5x5 
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days, 57 , 61 
Daylrimadeva, 402 
DOmodani, 39 
Dftmodara Gosv&ml, 399 
dOna, 33. 61 
Dftiarathi, 98, 102, 104, 109, 110, 113 
DtsArya, 63 n. 
ddtyot 70 
Dead, 550 

Death, 69, 291, 43i. 447. 5i9. 530» S3i. 

536. 539. 548. 550 
Death-coma, 79 
Decay, 447 454. 547 

Decision, 210 
Deduction, 314 

Deeds, 7, 15, 33, 54, 61, 290, 292, 299, 
301, 303. 349. 388, 415, 429. 444, 
452, 489, 513 521, 524. 528 

Deep concentration, 22 
Deep emotion, 378 
Deep sleep, 142, X5». *78 
Defect, I7S, 177, 179, 18*, 184, 185 
a<»3i *30. *38, 33*. 33*. 334. 33^. 
33«. 356. 430, 437. 439. 44* 
Defectlessness, 250 
Defecu of organs, 181 
Defence, 300 
Definable, 230 
Definite effects, 279 
Definition, 128, 217 n., 221, 232, 295, 
*98. *99. 300. 318, 345, 348, 373, 
390, 4*4. 448. 46*. S19. 537: of 
error, 247 ; of validity, 248 
deh&tnutvMnSy 528 

Deity, 31, 38. 39.41. 58)60, i»6,a95, 303 

Delirious, 79 

Deliverance, 376 

Delusion, 325 

Delusive, 45 

Demerit, 15, 153, 453 

Demons, 25 

Demonstrable, 230 

Denial, 186 

Dependence, 55, 272, 299 
Descartes, 202 n. 

Description, 52, 436 
Desires, 7, 33. 34, 44, 45. 48, 61, 92, 
146, i6o, 191, 296. 298, 303, 350, 
416, 429, 441, 463, 472, 503, 504, 
505. 506, 529 

Destiny, 43. 45, 444. 461, 50', 502 
Destroyer, 499, 507 
Destructible, 199, 373, 425 
Destruction, 26, 33, 38, 51, 52, 58, 
178, 239, 271, 272, 308, 314, 344, 
353. 365. 407. 410, 428. 442.* 443 /».. 
454. 469. 476, 550 


Destructive agents, 266 
De4ikftcftrya, 116, 131 
Detachment, 442 

Determinate, 166, 220, 311, 466; 
knowledge, 216, ii7, 221, 224, 340; 
object, 177 
Determinateness, 218 
Determination of validity, 357 
Determinations, 42, 113, 504 
Deussen, 108 n. 
devadatta, 59, 60 
DevakI Sri, 9$ 

Devamannfttha, 102 fi., no 

Devanfttha, 133 

Deva-ndyaka-paUcdiat, 122 

Devarflja, no, in, 114, 138 

Devarftjaguru, 137, 138 

Devarftja SOri, 122 

DevarajScarya, 123, 127 

Devarftt, 102 n., no 

deva-ydna, 517 

Dev&cflrya, 401, 404 

DevScArya, Pandita AnantarAma, 399 

DevAdevl, 69 

Development, 42, 49 

Deviprasad Pandita, 400 it. 

Devi, 57 

Devotee, 28, 38, 39 n.. 55, 70, 82, 89, 90, 
99, 129. 337, 378, 379, 405, 442, 491 
Devotion, 10, 13, 32, 61, 70, 78, 82, 
84, 88, 89, 100, 129. 134, 161, 442, 
450, 451; to God, 89 
Devotional, 69, 293; development, 81 ; 

faiths, 81; Devotional songs, 83 
dhanafijaya^ 59 
DhanurdAsa, 104 
Dhanvantari, 40 n, 

Dharma, 4011., 47. 62, 124. 125, 153, 
254,294, 349, 394, 405. 453, 503.505 
DharmadevAcArya, 404 
Dharmakureia, 133 
DharmarAjAdhvarlndra, 9, 204, 216 
dharma-sddfiyat 224 
Dharma-sdstreUy 21 
dharmatva^ 254 
DharmarAja, 228 
dhdramif 61 
dhdrand, 30, 505 
Dhenu, 52 
dhl^sphufatd, 217 
dhoti t 522 
Dhruva, 39 n. 
dhruvd^nusmrtif 293 
dhrti, 57, 61, 510 
dhOma^dhOmatva, 226 n. 
dhamatva, 535 
dhOrta cdryAa, 516, 539 
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dh/vatfUd-bhOva^ 428 
dhydna, 10, 30, 61, 388, 487, 505 
dhydnddind pancaryd^ 10 
Dialectic, 239, 426 

Dialectical, 1 1 1 , 1 94, 304, 437 ; analysis, 
112; criticism, 277 

Dialogues of the Buddha, 51211., 51411., 
515 n., 52011., 521 If. 

Dictum, 320 
Didactic poem, lai 
Diffetence, 6, 28,1 30, 180, 181, 182, 
184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 192, 193, 
194» X95> 204, 220 n., 228, 266, 303, 
312, 322, 330, 331, 342, 343. 350. 

351. 353. 354. 355. 356, 359. 383. 

405. 411, 413, 417, 418, 419, 422, 

433. 434. 435. 436, 443, 44^, 455. 

456, 47*. 480, 485. 486. 489, 536, 

542, S50; conception of the Nim- 
b^rkas school of, 417 et seq. 

DifTerence-in-identity, 432, 433 
DiflFerenceless, 406, 420 
Differencelessness, 167 
Different. 42. 302, 330, 336, 339. 397. 

406, 413. 4x6, 44x; order, 419 
Different-from-existent-and-non-ex- 

istent, 339 
Differentia, 212, 429 
Differentiating characteristic, 185 n. 
Differentiation, 200, 462, 479 
Difficulty, 192 
Digamvara Jains, 523, 524 
Digamvaras, 523 
dik, 163, 283, 284 
Dilation, 444 
Dina~caryd, 137 

Direct, 309, 465 ; intuition, 363; know- 
ledge, 217, 312; perception, 308 
Disappearance, 309 
Disciple, 98, 102, 110, 114, 122, 123, 
126, 138, 522 
Discipline, 28, 29, 33. 442 
Disciplined, 32 
Discrimination, 292 
Discriminative, 49; knowledge, 52 
Discussions, 123, 352, 418 
Disfavour, 51, 52, 159, 160, 164 
Disinclination, 33, 47, 52, 292, 442: of 
mind, 29 

Displeasure, 291, 303, 304 
Disposition, 54 

Disputation, 515, 517, 518, 519 
Dissipation, 287 
Dissociation, 393 

Dissolution, 36, 45, 49, 50, 158, 196, 
301, 314, 450, 458, 461, 466, 469, 
493. 498, 521 ; of doubt, 390. 


Distant perception, 254 
Distinct perception, 254 
Distinction, 47, 181, 18511., 18611., 
288, 307, 331. 411. 419. 434. 449. 
485. 491. 494 

Distinctive differences, 167 
\ Distinctness, 254 
difpika, 518 
Diverse forms, 36 
Diversity, 196 

Divine, 41, 472; beauty, 136; entity, 
485; functions, 38; grace, 84, 378; 
love, 451 

Divine Wisdom, 80 n. 

Divine Wisdom of the Drdvida Saints, 
78, 79 n. 

Divinity, 450 
Division, 208 
divya, 214 n. 

Divya-prabandha, 64, 130, 134, 135, 
*37. *38 

Dwya-prabandha-vydkhyd, 131 
Divya-sari-carita, 64, 94, 95, 105, 
113 n. 

Divya-sari-prabhdva-dlpikd, u8, 131 
Divyavaddna, 514, 52411. 

Olgha, 515 521 

Djgha Nikdya, 514, 520, 524, 525 

Dik^ita, ic) n. 

Dfpa-prakdsa, 135 
Dlpa-sdra, 128 n. 
diptt, 505 
Docility, 54 
Doctrinal, 305 

Doctrine, 28, 43, 50, 55, 86, 192, 195, 
*96, 297, 330, 334. 338, 340, 346, 
349. 406, 422. 427, 430. 434. 472. 
483. 484, 5*2 n., 516, 517. 5x8, 519, 
52X, 522, 523, 525, 526, 527, 528, 
529. 530. 539. 546, 548. 550; oi 
bhakti, 450; of causality, 276; of 
kdla, 448 n. ; of prakrti, 478 
Doddyacarya, 121 #1. 

Dogmas, 303 
Domestic life, 62 
Don mint, 56 

dofa, 165, 175, 184, 188, 238 
Doubt, 207, 2 o 8, 209, 210, 2X1, 2x2, 
213, 215, 236, 241, 251 ; its analysis, 
211 ; its classification, 213; itself in- 
dubitable. 236; Nyaya view of it, 
207 n. ; Venkata's conclusive re- 
marks on, 208 et seq.', Venkata's 
criticism of Nyaya view, 207-8; 
Venkata’s special treatment of it, 
207 et seq . ; Venkafa's treatment 
similar to that of Descartes. 202 



Index 


S66 

Doubtful property, *13 
Dramatic action, 82 
Dramicjla, 108, 139 
Drami^fldlrya. 105, 106, 107, 108 
Drami^opanifad-bhdfya, 126 
Dramifopamfat-tdtparya^ 69, 70 

71 72 w.. 73 «• 

Dravi^a - rrutt - tattvdrtha - prakdsikd, 
127 

Dravidian. 132, 383 n. 
Dratiidopanifat-sdra, 124 
Dravidoponifat - f Jro - ratndvalf • vyd • 
khyS, 127 

Dravidopamfat-tdtparydvali, 1 24 
dravya, 212 ti., 251, 343, 484 
dfovyatva, 431 
Drftvida, 63 
Drdvi^a^b/tdfya, 106 
Drilvida texts, 383 
Drdvida^veddnta, 137 
Drftvidacflrya, 106 

Dream. 4. 5, 182, 258. 325. 4iS» 44o; 
experiences, 5 

Dreamless sleep, 258, 310, 31 1, 321, 
324. 325. 326. 327, 344. 362, 363. 
364, 411, 4x2, 420, 443. 453: 467 
Drunkenness, 169 
drdha-pQrve^ 530 
dfiya, 438, 463 
Driyatvd-numdna^nirdsa^ 133 
Dualism, 330. 332, 337. 338. 339. 347. 
407 

Dualistic, 352, 406, 486; texts, 422 
Duality, 4. 37, 154, 218, 344. 375, 
417. 419. 420. 422. 431. 43a. 455. 
495 

Duality-texts, 486 
Dubrenil, Professor, 65 
duhkha, 464, 485 
dui^ha^niwUiht 486 
Dulling, 256 
Dullness, 328 
Durupadeia-dhikkdra, 127 
Duties. 8. II, 19, 293. 294. 307. 379. 
441. 519 

Durdriha-dUtlkaraifa, 131 
Dvaitd-dvaita^ 413 
Dvaya’-ckurukku, 94 
Dvayam, 135 if. 
dvefa, 470 

Dvivedin Pandita Vindhyesvarl Pra- 
sada. X n. 
dvyaistttkat 263 
Dvapara-yuga, 401 
Dvaraka, 96 

dvdrdntara-nirapekfa, 277 
Ovarasamudra, 120 


Dynamic, tg, 44, 456, 500; agency, 
446; function, 44811.; opeiation, 
261 ; power, 4^ 

Dynasty, 67 
Dyutimatl, 98, 100 

Ear, 167 

Earliest devotees, 82 
Early History of Vaifnavism in South 
India, 64 n., 67 n., 81 n. 

Earth, 41, 46, 128. 181, 208, 212, 349. 

393. 447. 500. 506, 521. 540. 541, 550 
Earth-matter, 342 
Earth-particles, 188 
Earth-substances, 188 
Earthiness, 258 
Ecstasy, 63 n . ; of joy, 376 
Ecstatic delight. 83 
Ecstatic experiences, 79 
Ecstatic joy, 376 
Eddies, 83 

Effect, 4, IS, 35. 49, 56, IS3, 184, 189, 
190, 191, 192, 193, 194, I9S. J99, 

229. 2s6, 237, *65. *66, 267, 276, 

277, *91. *93. *94. *99. 393. 306, 

332. 339. 341. 34*. 343. 344. 3^0. 

365, 434. 435. 443. 44^. 455. 4St, 

460, 46s, 488, 489, 493. 5*>. 54*. 

543; moment, 272, 273 ; state, 200, 

344 

Effectness, 300 
Eflfect-stage, 299 
Eflfect-thing, 199 
Effectuation, 54 
Efficacious, 28, 29 

Efficiency, 203, 268, 341, 458, 524, 528 
Efficient, 203; causes, 301, 3R6 
Efforts, 56, 58, 190, 249, 290, 298, 300, 
304, 333. 374. 475. 503 
Ego. 13, 42, 56, 144, 208, 21! . 257, 
290, 345, 366, 367, 408, 409, 41 1. 
412. 443. 547. 549 
Ego-consciousness, 362, 367 
Ego-entity, 325. 362, 408 
Ego-experience, 334, 366, 368, 370 
Ego-intuition, 409, 410, ^ii, 412 
Ego-notion, 324, 325 
Ego -substratum, 425 
Egohood, 325 

Egoism, 31, 51, 90, 91, 317. 375. 378, 
379. 408, 468, 470, 485. 494. 50s. 529 
Egoistic desire, 378 
ekadandins, 523, 524 n. 

Ekairngatanu. 40 rr. 
ekdutins, 21, 87 
ekdntitva, 87 
Ekflrtiava^yin, 40 ir. 
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ek&tma rape, 40 n. 

Ekayana, 21 
Ek&yana veda, 21 

Element, 25, 30, 42. 45, 46, 49, 181, 
182, 196, 20S. 337. 46a, 467. 505. 

506, siz, S15 519, 5ZI, saa, sa 7 . 

541 . 54 *. 544 . 545 . 547 . 550 
Elementary, 127 
Emanated, 37 

Emanation, 37, 198 n.. 447, 488, 495 
Emancipated, 296. 300, 476; souls, 
177 stage, 301 

Emancipation, 29. 32, 50, 52, 57, 61, 
62, 71, 88. 136, 143, 145, 146. 159, 
161. 177, 292, 293, 294, 295. 304. 

314, 316, 324. 326. 327. 336, 364, 

365. 366. 371, 374. 382. 383, 384, 

388, 408, 412, 414, 420, 421, 429, 

433 . 442. 445 . 44 ^. 4 SO, 453 . 457 . 

460, 463. 476, 477. 479. 483. 485. 

486, 487. 488. 491. 494, 495. S06, 

509; attainable by God's grace, 304; 
view of the NimbSrka school of, 
420 et seq. 

Embrace, 72, 73 
Emergence, 45, 48, 196 
Emergents, 45, 494. 495 
Emerges, 47 

Emotion, 29. 82, 83, 377, 45 < 5 . 45*; 
of love, 79 

Emotional analysis, 82 
Emotional stage, 82 
Emotional transformation, 82 
Emphasis, 311, 348, 413, 434 
Encyclopaedia of Feligioti and Ethics^ 

523 w., 524 w , 525 

End, 41, 42. 51, 54, 298, 343 . 352. 420, 
441. 443, 486, 502 
Endearment, 90 
Enemy, 70 

Energy, 30. 3*. 37. 42, 44 . 45 . 48, 49 . 
53 . 56. 57 . 79 . 4 * 4 . 4*6, 4*8, 424, 
447 , 454 , 458, 489, 500. 502. 524; 
of God, 404 
Enjoyable, 6 
Enjoyed, 37 
Enjoyer, 6, 32, 37 

Enjoyment, 291, 292, 4*2, 4^4. 485, 
486, 490, 503, 529 
Enlightened, 80 
Enlightenment, 53 
Enquiry, 197 
Entirely, 194 
Entirety. 432, 434 
Entity, 5, 8, 9, 26, 27, 4*. 42. 44 , 

*78, 179, 186, 193, 206, 210, 211, 
235, 243, 253, 274, 275, 289. 299. 
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306. 3 H. 31a. 313. 314. 315. 3 * 6 . 

317. 319. 3 * 1 . 3 * 4 . 3*5. 3 * 7 . 3 * 8 , 

330. 33 *. 333 . 335 . 337 . 339 . 341 . 

34 *. 343 . 344 . 345 . 35 1. 35 *. 353 . 

389, 408, 4ro, 416, 421, 423, 425, 

430, 436, 439 . 440. 448. 451. 457 . 

463. 464, 474 . 487. 497 . 503. 504. 

506, 507. 539 . 341 
Environments, 30 
Epigraphia Carnatica, 104 n. ' 
Epigraphica Indica, 12 1 n. 

Epigraphical, 64, 105 
Epigraphists, 67 
Epistemological, 9, 80, 467 
Epithets, 450 
Epitome, 53 

Equilibrium, 29, 36, 46, 259, 460, 503, 

505, 509 

Equinox, 295 

Erroneous, 335; manifestation, 360 
Error, 179, 180, 182, 185, 186, 187, 
210, 240, 241, 253, 307, 330, 334, 
337 . 346, 383 W-. 44 * , 469, 500; of 
conception, 398 
Eschatological, 295, 525 
Esoteric, 57, 583; doctrine, 134 
Essence, 28, 31. 35, 329. 345. 393, 4*3. 
415. 424, 426, 431, 433. 434. 438, 
442, 445 . 449 , 455 , 4 ^ 1 , 49 ©; of in- 
tuition, 177 

Essential characteristic, 15 1 
Essential qualities, 70 
Eternal, 5, 9, 34, 35, 36, 52, 128, i6i, 

169, 172, 177, 192, 195. 204, 208, 

209, 2J2, 213, 267, 279, 284, 285, 

286, 291. 299, 321. 325, 330. 336, 

337 . 339 . 345 , 347 . 354 , 365. 373 . 

386, 387, 393, 394. 404, 409. 426, 

433 . 447 . 448. 452, 454 . 457 , 47 ©, 

473. 481. 482, 489, 497; bliss, 404; 
power, 198; world, 80 
Eternity, 314, 345. 393 ; of souls, I77n. 
Ethical, 525; position, 550 
ElOrembaviy, 77 
Fvenl**, 448 
Evidence, 181, 390 

Evil, 5, 26, 34, 293, 294, 302, 446, 
521 

Evolutes. 26, 487 

Evolution, 25, 26, 30, 31, 36, 49, 58, 
196, 280, 299, 3 * 7 , 456, 475 - 48*. 
492, 505. 5*0 

Evolutionary, 37, 45, 46. 445 . 447 , 455 . 

481 ; cause, 47, changes, 24 
Excitement, 61 
Excommunicated, 20 
Exercises, 293 
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Existence, 31, 33, 41, 42, so. 5*. 

184, 189, 190, 191, 192, I9S, 196, 
199, *97, 3H. 3«*. 3«4, 3JS. 3i6. 
3»7. 3J9, 3*3. 3*7. 33*. 339. 34S. 
346, 347. 3SO. 35*. 353. 358. 359. 
406, 410, 412. 413, 415, 416, 419. 
4*7. 430. 43>. 433. 434. 435. 43*. 
437. 44*. 443. 445. 454. 455. 459. 
464. 476. 477. 489. 497. 507. 509. 
5*8, 533 

Existent, 47, 182 313, 339, 343, 445, 

486; entity, 358 

Existent-and-non-existence, 339 
Expansion, 393, 444 
Experience, 8, 9, 29, 34, 41, 45, 79, 83, 
87, 142, 152, 166, 170, 178, 182, 
185 n., 186, 187, 188, 235, 236, 238, 
243. 251, 253, 254, 255, 258, 262. 
269, 274, 277. 287, 288, 290, 292, 

301, 302. 307. 312. 31S. 316. 317. 
323. 324, 325, 326. 327, 328, 334, 
344. 347. 360, 363, 364. 370, 383. 
398. 413. 414. 41s. 420, 421, 437. 
441. 443, 444. 445, 448, 461, 462, 
463, 464, 465. 468, 469. 474, 485, 
486, 490, 495, 497, 503, 535, 538, 
539, 540, 544. 545; treatment of by 
VijflSna Bhik9u, 466 et seq. 
Experienced, 37 
Experiencer, 37 
Experiency, 168 

Experiential, 185 n.; knowledge, 468, 

470, 471 

Expiation, 22, 23 
Explanation, 212, 235, 301 
Exposition, 387 
Expressions, 3, 4, 34, 53. 443 
Extension, 85 

External, 44, 53, 34t, 426; data, 253; 
objects, 189, 204, 205; perception, 
426; world, 154, 423 
Extra-mental, 204, 205 
Eye, 167, 1 8a 

Fact, 189, J95, 201, 309 
Factor, 204, 205, 209, 322, 453, 454, 
463, 477 
Faculty, 28, 4612 
Failure, 535 

Faith, 54. 98, 304, 380 n. 

Fallacies, 128 

False, 4, 153, 155, 157, 173, 174, *80. 
x8x, x88, X94, 198, 208, 210, 235, 

252, 254, 291, 293, 296, 306, 307, 

312, 3x3, 314, 315, 317, 324, 325, 

326, 327, 329, 332. 333, 337, 340, 

34i» 343. 350, 351. 364. 37i,‘397,r 


406, 407, 408, 4x8, 424, 433, 437, 
438, 440, 457, 470. 485. 486, 543. 
549; appearance, 283, 325, 431. 435, 
437; association, 186; avidyd, 332; 
effect, 365 ; imposition, 320, 325 ; in- 
dividuality, 376; knowledge, 5, 3x0, 
378, 408, 423. 441, 485, 491, 495; 
means, 326; notion, 370, 420, 437; 
perception, 244, 310; things, 371 
Falsehood, 5, X65, 174, 186, X99, 3*4. 
317, 326. 332, 337, 34X, 357, 398, 
410. 530 

Falsity, 186, 309, 310, 3x2, 313. 314, 
31S, 316, 326, 350, 398, 4*0, 437, 
436, 438, 457, 486; of the world, 
199, 239 
Fasting, 33 
Fathomless, 79 
Fault, 70 

Faultless character, 248 
Faulty reason, X78 
Fausboll, 514 n. 

Favour, sx, X59, 160, 164, 303 

Favourable, 292 

Fear, 5, 56 

Features, 46 n., 209 

Feeling, 52, 289, 464; of dullness, 256 

Female lover, 83 

Females, 42 

Filial affection, 83, 89, 90 
Finger-ring, 186 

Finite, 44, 263, 461, 483; forms, 467 
Finiteness, X94 

Fire, 6, 42, 181, X84, x86, 193, 208, 
2XX, 226 n., 295, 447, 45*. 461, 484, 
499. 500, 534. 536, 538, 540, 549. 55® 
Fish, 38 
Fitness, 429 
Five elements, 183 
Flames, 276 
Flow, 442 
Foetus, 44, 287 
Food, 80 
Force, 50, 59 
Forehead, X20 
Forgiveness, 29 

Form, 5, 34, 4x, 49, 52, 56, 193. 299, 
3*0, 322, 339, 343, 389, 445, 447 n., 
454. 456. 457, 458, 459. 4^6, 468, 
476, 477, 486, 493. 495. 499. 500; 
of activity, X58 
Formal, 364 

Formless, xo, X93, *97, 3*o, 33*. 
447 «• 

Foundation, 475 ; of prapatti, 380 fi. ; 
stone, X2 

Fragrance, 27, 221, 222 
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Franke, 515 

Free. 317, 461, 523 n. 

Freedom. 78, 441, 452, 506; of will, 
160 

Free-will. 45. 292 
Friendliness. 70 
Friends. 83 
Friendship. 87. 375 
Fructification. 414 
Fructify, 415 

Fruition. 32, 33. 265. 291, 303. 443 
Fruits. 26. 28, 33. 55, 290. 294. 349. 
441 n.. 444. 445, 454, 488, 489, 504. 
506, 521, 522, 548. 550 
Fulfilment, 2*9 
Fullness. 406 

Function. 36, 37, 38. 49. S6 n., 60, 188, 
196. 3»2, 326, 459, 463, 465, 484. 
489. 499 S04«.. 530. 548 ; of 
Lak^ml, 379 

Fundamental, 47, 524; tenets, 21 

Funeral sacrifices, 23 

Future, 446. 447. 457, 533; lives, 545 

Gaddf 64 

Gadya-trayam, 86 102, 113, 118. 

123 

Gaekwad, 26 it. 
gandha, 49 n., 51 1 
Gandhamftdana. 25 
gandha-mdtra, 510 
gandha-tanmdtra, 163, 260. 499 
gandhavattva, 227 
Ganges, 520, 525, 550 
Gahgaikonda^odapuram, 96 
Gahgaikondasola, 96 
Gahgala Bhatta, 402 
Garbhopani^ad, 480 
Garga, 482 
Garuda, 364 
Garu^aviha, 105 
Garuda-v&hana, 64, 94 
Garuda purdna, 450 
Ganidopanifad, 13 
Gau 4 a~brahmdnandl, 133 
Gaudlya, 13, 50 n. 

Gaudlya school, 51, 81, 82, 83; patho- 
logical symptoms of love similar to 
that of the Arvars, 83 
Gaudlya vai^oavas, 82, 475 ; their ana- 
lysis of love follows the analysis of 
the rhetorical school. 82 ; their rela- 
tion with the Afvars. 82 
gaufi, 47 
Gaurl. 52 

Gautama. 96 it.. 119 
GautamI, 447 


Gaya, 522 
Gdndhdfi, 59 
Garuda^ 20 

Gdyatn-sata-dOfO^, 133 
General character. 185 it. 

General idea, 445 
General opposition, 226 
Generalization, 536, 538 
Generator, 481 
Generosity, 520 
Genesis, 128, 163 
Genus, 193 
Germs, 44 

ghafatva-prakdrakam, 224 
ghatatvdt, 230 
ghora, 499 
Gho^a, 102 n. 

Gifts, 33, 54, 55. 450 
Gttd, 20, 33, 40, 51. 91, 100, 118, 138, 
214. 379. 380. 383, 473, 474, 529, 
530; heretics referred to, in, 529 
Gltd-bhdfya, 123, 137, 214 n. 
Gltdrtha-saffigraha, 98, 99, 100, 123. 

131 

Gltdrtha-safpgraha-raksd, 98 n.. 99 11., 
123 

Gltd^samgraha-vibhdga, 131 
Gttd-sdra^rakfd^ 131 
Gitd‘tdtparya-dlpa, 138 
Glittering, i8x 
Goal, 50, 445, 508 

God, 5, 6, 7, 10, II, 13, 14. 16, 26, 27, 

28, 29, 30, 32, 41. 42. 44, 45. 46, 47. 

48, 50. 51, 52. 53. 54. 55. 56. 57. 62. 

69, 70, 71. 72, 73, 74. 78, 79. 83. 84, 

85, 86 II., 87, 88, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93. 
95, 100, 106, 112, 11911., 125, 128. 
129, 132, 135. 136. 182. 189, 190, 

192, 196, 200, 203, 225, 232, 261, 

286, 291. 292, 294, 295, 296, 297, 

298, 299, 301, 302, 303, 307. 335. 

349, 351. 352, 364, 374. 375. 376. 

377, 378, 379. 380, 382, 383, 384, 

385, 387, 388, 389. 391. 392. 394. 

305. 398. 404^ 412, 413. 414, 415. 

416, 420, 422, 424, 426. 428, 429, 

430, 431, 434. 437. 440. 441. 442. 

443, 444, 445. 446, 447. 448, 450, 

451. 452. 453. 454. 455. 456. 458, 

459. 460, 462, 465. 468, 472, 473. 

474, 475. 476, 478. 479. 480. 481, 

482, 483. 484. 488. 489, 491. 492, 

493. 498, 499, 500, 502. 505, 508. 

509, 5 1 5 1 5 : Bh&skara's view, 155; 
His nature in Vijflana Bhik^u, 474 et 
seq.\ in Ramftnuja’s School, 296 et 
seq , ; in Vdyu Purdifa^ 502 et seq . ; in 
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God (co»r.) 

Vifviu Pitrdna, 498 et seq, ; UvaragTtft, 
490 et seg^; proof of His existence 
available only from scriptural testi- 
mony , 189; Rftmftnuja's view, 155 
et seq. \ refutation of Sankara's view 
off 153* 154; refutation of the 
NySya and Yoga view of, 157; 
theistic proofs, failure of, 189 et seq . ; 
Venkata's view of, 157 et seq.; 
Yftdavapiidcsa's view of, 156; Yam- 
una's view of it, 152 et seq.; Yam- 
una’s ultimate conclusion about, 

154. 155 

God Kr$na, 73 

God, Nimbarka's idea of, 472 et seq. 

God Rahgahatha, 121 

God's grace, 380 

God's minifestation, 392 

God's mercy, 376 

God’s relation with man, 70 

Godhood, 50 

Gods. 27, 58. *93. 474. 501. 5®*. 50$. 
525; dispute regarding the relative 
superiority of, 304 
Go^a, 63 
Gold, 343 

Gomatham Sitiyajrv'an, X04 
Gomathattut-tiruvinnagar-appan, 97 it. 
gomukha, Oo 

Good, 5. 26, 29, 34. 62. 80, 158, 293, 
304, 414, 415, 444, 452, 521, 527; 
deeds, 523 n. 

Gopalacariyar, 109 n. 

Gopana, 121 
Gopala Bha^a, 402 
GopalasQri, 18 
Gopdlatdpafd Upanifad, 13 
Gopalatata, 133 
Gopalacarya, 401 
Gopdlottaratdpanl Upanifod, 13 
Gopika, 378 
Gopi, 69. 74, 77, 81, 8a 
Gopl-natha, 96 
Goppanarya, 121 it., 135 
goptrtva-varanam, 92 
GosthlpOrna, 95^ 98, X02, 109 
Gosala, 522. 523, 524, 5*5 
Gotama, 235; logic, 234 
gotra, 3 

Government Oriental Manuscripts, 
203 

Government Oriental Manuscript 
Library, 69 n. 

Govinda, 39, lox, 102 ft., 109 
Govinda Bhaua, xoo 
Govinda BhattacArya, 402 


Govindadasa, 102 it. 

Govindacarya, 102 11., urn., 113 n., 
*33 

Govindacarya's Life of Rdmdnuja, 
110 It. 

GoA'indananda, 107 
Govindarya, 127 
Govindesa, xoo 

Govindacharyar, 78, 94, 97 n., 105 n. 
Grace, 28, 32, 52, 55, 68, 70, 72, 86, 
99, 161, 413, 442, 452; of God, 70, 
214 It., 380 
Gradation, 486 
Grandson, 130, 13 1 
Grantha, 81 it. 

Gratitude, 109 
Grama-puroa, 102 
Greatness, 99, 195 
Greed, 48, 87, 505 
Greeks, 19 
Grief, 71 

Gross, 24, 31, 46, 47, 48; dimension, 
264; elements, 25, 43, 498; objects, 
449 

Crossness, 264 

Ground, 190, X92, 196, 334. 338, 
420, 423, 431, 454, 456, 464. 490; 
cause, 197, 456, 486, 488, 493. 494. 
495 

Ground-a/ndita, 367 
Groundless, 366 
Grow, 447 n. 

Growth, 547 
gudOf 226 
guha, 502 
Guhadeva, i n. 
gulma, 500 

guna, 25, 26, 27, *8, 29, 31, 34. 36. 37. 
4*. 43. 45. 4h, 56, i47, *48, 156, *57. 
212 n., 259, 469. 47*. 475. 480, 484. 
488, 491, 491, 499, 504, 505, 506. 

^509 

Gur^a^darpaifa, 115 n., 384 
guna-gukya^ 25 
gniia-potential, 45 
Gunaratna, 5x6, 533 
guna reals, 156 
guifa~sdmya, 46 
gurta-yoni, 46 
gU^vatdraSy 40 it. 

Guru, 28, 45 

Guru^hhakti^manddkinly 403 

Guru - bhdva ^prakdsikd, 115, 127, 

13* »• 

Guru-bhdva-prakdsikd-vydkhyd, 115 
Guru-parampardy 64, 65, 66, 94, 95, 
XI*. I**, 399. 400, 401 
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Guru-parampard-firahhitvarfi, 64, 9471., 

los 

Guru-sdmdnddhikarapya-vdda, 133 
tiuru-tattva-prakdsikdf 1x5, 131 
Guraposatti-vijaya, 126 
Guzcrat, 63 

Habit, 29, 32, 548 
llagiologists, 94, 96 
haituka, 517, 518 530 

kaitukdn, 518 
HalabhQti, 105 it. 

Halftyudha, 523 
Hall, 69 

Haipsa, 40 n., 401 
Hantsa-satfideia^ tzi, 122 
Happiness, 9, 16, 164, 365, 441, 463 
494. 506, 549. 550 
Hare*s Korn, 5, 312. 407, 435, 478 
Hari, 40 n., 497 n., 500, 50S 
Haribhadra, 533 
Haribhaskara, 3 n. 

Haridcva, 402 
Hari’dina-tilakOf 122 
HaridvSra, 94 
Hari^gurfa^manimdld, 130 
Hari-guru^stava-mdldt 401 
Harivamsa, 20, 81 
Harivyasadeva, 399, 402 
HarivySsa mum, 403 
Harmful, 294, 335; results, 5** 5* 
Harmony, 452, 459 
Hastigiri^mdhdtmya, 124 
Hasti-jihvd, 59 
Hastiiiaila, lox 
Hastyadrinatha, 11411., 125 
Hatred. 87 

Haya-griva-stotra, 122 

Hayailr$a, 39 it. 

Hayailrfa^samhUd, 22 ; its contents, 22 

Hdrda^sancaya^ 416 

Hdrfta, 20, 130 

He, 498 

Head. 239, 295 

Heart, 7, 58, 59, 71, 158 

Heat, 128, 198 

Heaven, 13, 24, 40, 43 it., 294, 349, 
441 It., 447, 514 «•, 527 
Hell, 40. 349, 441 , 5267. 53 * 

Helpless surrender. 379, 380 
Helplessness, 99 
Hemadri, 20 

Heretics, 103, 518, 520, 526 
Heretical views, 531 
Heterodox view, 531 
hetUt *52, 217, 225, 227, *28, 230, 231, 
4 * 7 . 533 . 535 . 536, 537, 53* 


hetu-^idstra^ 517 
hetu-vdda, 517 
heya-gundn pratifidhya, 175 
High faith, 380 it. 

Higher form, 37 
Highest soul, 61 
Hill, 208, 21 1, 534 

Hindu life, 47 1 ; thought, 47 1 ; view, 47 1 
Hinduism, 516 
Hindus, 549 

Hiranyagarbha, 296, 381, 452, 504 
Hiranya-garbha-samhitd, 24 
hita, 62 

Hoeml^, 522, 523, 524 It., 525 
Holiness, 22 

Holy Lives of the Azhv&rs^ 78, 94 
Homogeneous, 307. 332, 396, 397, 432, 
462, 463 

Homoiomeriae^ theory of, 246 

Honeycomb, 43 

Hooper, 68 n., 77 n., 78 n. 

Horse, 167 
Householder, 103 
Hoysala, 103, 104, X13 
htd-ydgUy 60 
/iff, 62 
Hf^lke^a, 39 

Human, 444; beings, 191; body, 189; 

lover, 73; soul, 87, 89, 122, 413 
Humanity, 70, 71 
Humbleness, 376 
Husband, 90 
Hymns, 69, 99 

Hymns of the Alvars^ by J. S. M. 

Hooper, 74 it. 

Hyper-logical, 255 
Hypocrites, 518 
Hypothesis, 332 

icchd, 41, 57 

icchd-iaktiy 42 n. 

idam vdcyarrit 230 

idam vdcyatn prameyatvdt, 230 n. 

Idea, 34, 42, 51, 54, 180, 182, 185 n., 
205, 206, 210, 300, 317. 352, 353. 
4*2, 439. 440. 441. 45*. 455. 466. 
472, 473, 490, 494. 496. 544 
Ideal, 53, 420, 550 

Idealistic, 205, 253, 546; Buddhist, 
238 

Ideality, 288 
Ideational, 438 

Identical, 28, 302, 309, 313, 336, 341. 
345. 35*. 406, 4x6, 418, 419, 420, 
432. 433, 434. 466 

Identification, 53, 66, 180, 374, 4x7, 
420 
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Identity, 6, 37, 58, 193. *94. «95. *98, 
as6, 269, 290, 303, 308, 312, 330, 

336, 337, 345. 346, 406, 41*. 4*7, 

4*8, 4*9. 4M, 444, 445. 455. 458, 

460, 466, 485 » 495 ; of consciousness, 
141 ; texts, 403 
Identity-in-difTerence, 445 
Idol, 31 
W, 59, 60 
I 4 u, 138 

Ignorance, 4, 6, 7, 44, 46. 51, 160. 173. 
177, 178, 194, 317, 318, 3*4, 3*7, 

3*8, 331, 334. 361, 362, 363, 365. 

368, 369, 371, 376, 377. 378, 386, 

409, 414. 4*0. 4*1, 42a, 4*5, 436. 

437. 439. 441. 445, 468, 469, 470, 

495. 502. 5*9 
Ignorant, 51 
Ilaya Perumal, 100 
Illness, 396 

Illumination, 149, 217, 316, 320, 331, 
373, 374. 416, 463. 466 
Illusion, 30, 142, 147. 171, 175, 177 #1., 
179, 180, 181, 184, 185, 186, 187, 

188, 195. 196, 210, 21 1, 237, 240, 

241, 242, 243, 244. 246, 264, 270, 

307. 308, 310, 314, 325, 330. 331, 

334. 335. 336. 338. 34*. 374. 388, 

398, 407, 408, 409, 410, 41 1, 418, 

422, 423, 425, 426, 438, 439, 440, 

441, 457, 467, 491, 539; akhy&ti and 
yathdrthd-khydti contrasted, 182; 
Anantacdrya’s treatment of it, 188; 
as akhydtif 237 ; as akhydti refuted 
by Meghanftdftri, 243-4; a-nirva- 
canlya^khydti^ 238-9; as a-nirva- 
canlya~khydti refuted by Meghanft- 
d2ri, 242-3 ; as anyathd^khydti, 237 ; 
as anyathd^khydti and akhydti com- 
pared, 244-5 anyathd-khydti and 
yatkdrtha-khydtij 241 ; as anyathd- 
khydti refuted by Meghan2dftri, 
241-2; as dreams, 182; as nirvifa^- 
khydti refuted, 239; as yathdrtha- 
khydti t 237; yathdrtha^khydti and 

trivrt^karafiaf 182-3; as yathdrtha^ 
khydti supported, 245-6; Buddhist 
theory of dtma^khydti refuted, 238; 
condition of, 237; different interpre- 
tation — khydtis, 237; its relation 
with maxim of pratinidhi^nydya, 
183; its relation with trivrt^karana, 
240-1; Prabhakara's view, 18511.; 
Ramanuja's saukhydti supported by 
Vadiharpsambuvaha, 183; Sudar- 
iana's comment on the akhydti 
view, 186 If.; Sankarite view chti- 


eixed by Madhavamukunda, 422 it 
seq.; theory of akhydti refuted, 180; 
theory of anyathd^khydti, 179; 
theory of anyathd-^khydti favoured 
by Ramanuja and Venkata, 180; 
theory of yathdrtha^khydti, 180; 
theory of yathdrtha-khydti advo- 
cated by Bodhayana, etc., 180; 
theory of yathdrtha^khydti also ac- 
cepted by Ramanuja, 180-1; treat- 
ment by Vadihaipsambuvaha, 184 it 
seq. ; Vadihaipsambuvaha’s criticism 
of anirvaeataya-khydti^ 188, Vadi- 
haipsambuvaha's wavering between 
akhydti and anyathd-khydti, 187 
Illusoriness, 418 

Illusory, 176, 182, 184, 187, 208, 21 1, 
239. 344. 365. 367. 374. 388, 395, 
410. 422, 423, 424. 439. 456, 467. 
469, 531 n., 537; appearance, 154, 
246, 331. 343, 422, 455; Brahman, 
422; cognition, 246; construction, 
33*. 370; entity, 246; experiences, 
371; imposition, 320, 331, 333, 423, 
438, 440; knowledge, 185; notion, 
242; object, 398; percept, 246; per- 
ception, 237, 242, 244, 246, 321 ; re- 
lations, 424; series, 17711.; silver, 
18511., 34*. 3^8; world-creation, 
339 

Illustration, 209, 311, 326, 334 
Image, 18, 28, 39 n., 41, 182, 185 n., 
186 n., 21 1, 234, 336 
Image-building, 17 
Image-incarnations, 41 
Image-worship, 17, 19, 22, 23, 550; its 
antiquity, 19 

Imaginary, 419, 423, 446, 477; identi- 
fication, 81; imposition, 423 
Imagination, 49, 163 
Immanent, 195, 448, 472, 507 
Immaterial, 281 

Immediacy, 367, 439; of succession of, 

273 

Immediate, 203, 266, 308, 309, 319, 
369; emancipation, 378; intuition, 
230. 231. 318, 319; perception, 
185 n., 308, 318, 465; realization, 
309; reference, 369; succession, 

273 

Immortal, 198, 547, 548, 549 
Immortality, 381, 382, 384, 463, 517, 
528, S3* 

Immutable, 457 
Imparting agents, 357 
Imperfect souls, 430 
Imperfection, 194, 415 
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Impermanent, 292 

Implication, 128, 183, 216, 234, 310, 
314. 347. 353. 365. 366, 426, 474, 
537. 539 
Imposed, 182 

Imposition, 185, 186, 333, 406, 422, 
4*3. 43*. 439, 440 

Impressions, 8, 209, 227, 287, 290, 
410, 423, 437, 537 
Improbable, 404 vt. 

Impulse, 44, 452 
Impulsion, 40 

Impure, 42, 44. 50, 56. 438, 470; 
nature, 338 

Impurity, 46. 51. 54, 80. 156, 505 
Inactivity, 451 

Inanimate, 57, 429; creation, 194 
Incantations, 23 

Incarnation, 39, 64, 69, 70, 119 n., 302, 
472. 475. 482 
Inclination, 32, 61 
Incompatible, 325 
Incomprehensible, 218, 238 
Incongruity, 269 
Indefinability, 410, 435, 436 
Indefinable, 177, 218, 230 n., 239, 243, 
316, 340, 410, 436; silver, 242 
Indefinite, 2 
Indefiniteness, 370 
Independence, 51, 54, 55, 455 
Independent, 443 
Indescribability, 340 
Indescribable, 179 

Indeterminate, 270; cognition, 128; 
knowledge, 31 1; matter, 164; per- 
ception, 166 
India, 401 

Indian Antiquary, 66 ft. 

Indian philosophy, 96 n. 

Indians, 19 

Indispensable, 180, 201; condition, 
180 

Indistinctness, 254 

Individual, 30, 190, 193, 206, 211, 232, 
287, 289, 291, 303. 3*3. 370. 377. 

403. 4*3. 414. 416, 4*7. 4*9. 43*. 

433. 434. 44*. 443. 444. 45*. 45*. 

459, 462, 485. 49*. 493. 494*. 
capacity, 288; cognition, 318, 319, 
358; experiences, 82; limitatiohs, 
82; self, 79, 170; selves, 335, 370, 
413, 426, 464; souls, 2, 6, 7, 26, 38, 
56, 158, 159, 176, 190, 191, 194. 
198 II., 199, 200, 297. 298, 299, 301, 
377. 385. 387. 395. 398. 4*3. 4*o, 
4*3. 4*9. 43*. 434. 460. 461, 47*. 
483 ; units, 287 


Individuality, 90, 461 
Individuation, 462 
Indra, 295, 528 
Indra^rdtra, 23 
indriya, 300 
Indubitable, 370 
Inductive generalization, 536 
Inert, 408 
Inexpressible, 179 
Infatuation, 76 

Inference, 14, 16, 128, 146, 152, 168, 
169. 179. *85 II.. *90, *9*. a* I. **4. 
215, 216, 217, 225, 226, 227. **9. 

230, 231, 232, 233, 23s, 256, 296, 

309. 313. 3*5. 3*7. 3*8, 3*9. 340, 

353. 360, 361, 364, 406, 426, 4*7. 

4*8, 465. 5*7. 534, 535, 536, 537, 

539; Venkata's treatment of it, 225 
et seq. 

Inferential, 62, 310, 411; process, 427 
Inferior, 53. 54 
Inferred, 341 

Infinite, 10, 27, 34, 51, 149, 161, 165, 
176, 196, 200, 255, 296, 306, 3*0, 

340, 35*. 353. 4*3. 43*. 467, 503, 

506, 509, 544; individuals, 421 ; joy, 
161; knowledge, 153; nature, 304; 
regress. 248, 249. *5®, *55. *56, *59. 
262, 267, 277. 3*9. 330, 463; Beries, 

177 R.; universe, 191 
Infiniteness, 194 
Infinitude, 51, 71 

Influence, 47, 56, 61, 205, 293, 304, 
366. 437. 500; of love, 378 
Influx, 38 

Inherence, 128, 308, 423 
Inherent, 261 

Initiation, 19, 22, 23, 87, 104, 139 
Injunctions, 14, 123, 124 
Injury, 61 

Inner Controller, 27, 39 n., 40, 41, 159, 
200, 450. 45* 

Inner dynamic, 47 

Inner microcosm, 29 

Inner organ, 172 

Inquiry, 28, 209, 212, 306, 307 

Inscriptions, 64, 523 

Inseparable, 423; characteristic, 150; 

quality, 150; relation, 222 
Insignia, z 
Insignificance, 54 
Insincerity, 379 
Inspiration, 80, in, 130, 471 
Inspired persons, 39 
Installation, 22, 23 
Instinctive, 287; root-desire, 253 
Instructions, 25, 38, 413, 550 
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Instrumental, 266, 303, 388, 389, 459; 
agencies, 396; agent, 397. 456; 
cause, a, 204, 266, 301, 388. 389, 
391, 481, 489 

InstrumenuUty, 247, 308, 391 
Instruments, 191, 204, 205, 336, 470, 
479; of knowledge, 203 
Insult, 173 
Integrity, 405 

Intellect, 295, 304, 465, 547 
Intellectual, 32, 45, 548; operation, 8. 

9; powers, 288; state, 387, 438 
Intelligence, 10, 26, 154, 166, 175, 178, 
192. *93. 483, 537. 548 
Intelligent, 26, 29; being, 191, 192 
Intelligibility, 438 
Intelligible, 419 
Intelligizing, 47 
Intense self-surrender, 89 
Intention, 124 
Interest, 89, 441 
Intermediary, 203, 257 
Intermediate causes, 397 
Intermingling, 181 
Intermixture, 182 

Internal, 426; action, 8; situation, 377; 
structure, 389 

Interpretation, 40, 108, 195, 196, 306, 
351. 471, 475 «•. 486, 496. 5*2. 5*5. 
516 

Intimate knowledge, 80 
Intoxicated, 79 

Intoxicating, 141 ; emotion, 377 
Intoxication, 63 n. ; 377 ; by love, 378 
Introspection, 141 
Intuited, 442 

Intuition, 27, 34, 62, 167, 168, 170, 
176, 227, 3*8, 319, 348, 3<*4. 372. 
409, 4*2, 442, 464. 465. 538 
Intuitional experience, 175 
Intuitive, 168, 369, 466; experience, 
361; knowledge, 68, 214 n., 216; 
wisdom, 61 

Invalid, 236, 278, 326, 411, 417, 440, 
477. 479. 537; inference, 208; know- 
ledge, 247; propositions, 202 
Invalidity, 201, 202, 248, 347, 348, 
356. 458 

Invariable, 203, 251, 266, 278, 535, 
538, 539; antecedence, 279; ante- 
c^ent, 277; association, 226, 538; 
concomitance, 538; priority, 278 
Inverse, 37 
Involution, 37 
/ratKfam-ttrtt-vantddt, 134 n. 

Irrational, 177 n. 

Irrationality, 177 n. 


IHkSsasamuccaya, 20 
ittham’^bhdva, 254 
iyad-guifaka, 157 
413 

Ikfaty-adhikarana’-vicdra, 133 
Isopanifat, 123 

Uvara, 47, 128, 129, 152, 153, 154, 
*55. *56, *57. *58, *60, 161, 163, 
**5, 335. 443. 446. 473, 474, 475. 
480, 481, 488, 498, 503. 504. 5*0 
Isvara Bhatfa, 94 
Xsvara’s body, 157 

Isvara-glta, 460, 474".. 482, 494 «•. 
496; its philosophy, 460 tt seq,, 

482 et seq, 

Isvara-gUd-^bhdfya, 285/1., 456 n., 482, 

483 It., 484 n. 

Isvara-gltd-fikd, 450 n. 
l4vara-knna, 30, 478, 501 /i. 
Isvara-mlmdtfud, 124 it. 

Uvaramuni, 94, 97 
Uvara-praiStidhdna, 62 n. 
fivara-pujana, 61 

Isvara-samhitd, 2i, 22; its contents, 22 
lsvara*s will, 159 

Jacobi, 524 /!., 526 If., 528 II. 
jadoy 452 

Jaganndtha, 103, 399 
JagannStha Yati, 118, 133 
Jaimini, 124, 125, 381 
Jain king, 104 

Jaina, 304, 525, 537; objection, 393; 
view, 537 

Jaina sQtras, 524 526 n. 

Jainism, 516 

Jains, 104, 206, 302, 393, 518, 523, 
525 «•. 539. 546 
jalpa, 512 
janye-ivara, 473 
japa, 13, 62 
Jaundiced, 182 

Jayanta, 203, 206, 512, 516. 519, 537, 
547. 548 
Jayatirtha, 111 
JaySditya, 518 
Jaydkhya, 21, 22 

Jaydkhya-samhitd, 24, 25, 26 n., 2711., 
*8, 29, 30, 31 11., 506 If.; conscious- 
ness how possible, 26; creation as 
Satnkhya evolution, 25 ; emanations 
of Vasudeva in, 29; God-function of, 
29; God, nature of, 27; gu^a and 
avidydt 29; knowledge as static and 
dynamic, 29; liberation only possible 
through knowledge of ultimate 
reality, 24; prakrH appears as in- 
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telligent, how, 26; SamSdhi, nature, 
of, 29; Sdmkhya, difference with, 
30; soul, progress of, 28; soul, ulti- 
mate realization of, 28 ; hiddha-sarga 
in, 27; theory of vdsand, 26; two 
kinds of creation in, 25; ultimate 
reality can be known only through 
teacher, 25; ultimate reality is be- 
yond the gu^as, 25; yama and 
niyama in, 29; yoga, different ways 
of, 30 ; yoga leading to final emanci- 
pation, 31 
Jabali, 529 
jdtakas, 514 n. 
jdti, 297, 354, 355. 5*a 
jdti-rUpa, 216 

J&.ti-Vadihamsa's conception of it, 354 

Jati- Venkata’s conception of it, 355 

javali, 530 

Jealousy, 87 

Jewish Christian, 50 n. 

jijndsd, 307 

Jijddsd-darpana, 115, 392 
Jina-hood, 522 

jiva, 26, 44. 49. 5®. 5i. 5^. *^8. >29, 
158, 177 «•. 187. 193, 194. 208, 301, 
329, 330. 336, 346, 407, 418. 443, 
444, 45*, 453, 47^, 486, 493 
Jiva Goswaml, 496 
jlva-brahmai-kya, 417 
jlvanmukta, 295, 442 
jlvan-mukti, 10, 327, 437, 44*, 448 
jlvd-jndna-vddi, 177 n. 
jfvdtman, 498 
jlvdtmd, 483 

jJvesvaraikya-bhanga, 12^6 
jridna, 8, 37, 41, 47, 56, 62, 63, 80, 160, 
206, 351, 357, 371, 470, 504, 508 
jfldna-dasd, 379 
jndna-gu^dsraya ,172 
jndna-janya, 371 
jUdna-karma^samucraya, 307 
jUdna^kriyd, 148 
jHanant, 17811. 

JUdna^ratna-darpaijia, 115 384 

jUdna-rOpa, 61 
jndrut-samucdta-karma, 8 
jndnasddhyatvdt, 371 
jndna-sdmdnya-virodkt, 362 
Jndna-idra, 102, 110, 138 
jddna^svabhdva, 216 
jndna-svarapa, 172 
jridna~vydpdra, 205 
jiUina^viiefa, 161 

Jnana^ydthdrthya^vdda, 133, 209 
210, 241 n., 246 71., 247 n. 
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jHana-yoga, 22, 33, 34, 80, 91; itt 
meaning, 22 

jndnd-bhdva, 178 n., 425 

jndnd-^kara^aka-jndnatvam, 220 

jndtatd, 148 

jndtd, 41 1 

jndtftva, 172 

jneya, 28 

Joint causality, 197 
Joint method of agreement, 536 
Joint method of agreement and dif- 
ference, 542 
Joy. 485, 550 
Judgment, 210 
Judgmental form, 250 n. 

Jug. 168, 190, 199, 220, 221, 224, 230, 
243. 258. 362, 363, 397 
Just will, 78 
Justice, 195, 374 
Jydyan, 53 
jyoti, 499. 510 

Kadanmallai, 64 
kairkkaryn, 136 
Kaifabha, 25 

Kaivalya, 93, 136, x6i, 382, 383, 384, 
566 n. 

Kaivalya^sata-dOfanl, 127 
Kaiyata, 516 ii. 
kalana, 45 
kalana-kdra^a, 47 
Kali, 65 

Kaiijit, no, 111, 122, 134 
Kali-santaranopanifod, 13 
Kalivairl, no 
Kalki, 3971. 

Kalkin, 40 n. 
kamala, 30 
Kamalaslla, 516, 532 
KamalasTla’s Panjikd, 536 n., 540 n., 
541 /!., 542 543 n. 

Kamala, 1 14 
Kamal&ksa Bhatta, xoo 
Kamathesvara, 40 n. 

KambaUsvatara, 540 
Kampana, izi 
Kanikr^na, 96 n. 

Kanjivaram, 119 
Kannada. 81 n, 

Kanftda, 482 
Kandadan&tha, 98 
Kaod&daiyappan, 105 
Kapnati, 74 n. 

Kannin^u-sirattdmbu’-vydkhydna, 1 27 
Kan^inufii-urHttdmbu, x 34 n. 
kapha, 475 

Kapila, 21, 40 n., 479, 482 
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Kapydsa text, 352 
Kapydsam pu^arikam, 101 
hara^t 280 
Karimflra, 95 
Karimftran, 94 

karma, 8. ii. 26, 49. 51, 52. 61. 152, 
153. 157. *59» 161, 17a. aoi. 212 II., 
258, 291. a92» 293. 295. 301, 349. 

366, 375. 383. 385. 386, 393, 409, 

41 1, 412, 413, 443. 444. 445. 446. 

448, 452, 453. 454. 481, 484. 487. 

489. 508, 509, 520. 522, 523 525. 

536, 547. 548. 549. 550; Vijaana 
Bhik$u, 452; Nimbfirka's conception 
of, 411 et seq.\ Nimbirka’s idea of, 
414 et seq. 

Karmaharadeva, 402 
Karman, 303, 504 

Karma-yoga, 22, 33, 34, 89. 91; its 
meaning, 22 
kartd, 387, 411. 5X0 
kartrtva, 35, 485 
Karukanatha, 96 

Kasturl Rahgacarya, 381, 383; his 
general view, 381 et seq,\ his treat- 
ment of the sectarian differences of 
Ba^golai and Tengalai, 381 et seq. 
Kafha, 519 n., 528, 529 
Katha Upanifad, 519 
Kafhavally-upanifat-pakdsikd, 127 
katha, 201, 513 
Kathd~sarit~sdgara, 108 n. 
Kathd-vatthu, 517 
Kafhopanifod, 379 
Kattur-ajrgiya-vanavalapillai, 110 
kaumdra-sar^a, 502 
Kauifji^inya Srinivasa Dlk$iu, 384 
Kauaika-^rlbha^ya-Srlnivasa, 122 
Kausitakopanifat-prakdsikd, 1 27 
Kautilya, -12, 532 
Kautilya, Artha-idstra, 512 r. 
Kavicakravartl Trivikrama, 3 
Kavilologu, 121 
Kaviraja Gopinatha, 482 
Kavitarkikasiipha, 119 
Kdla, 36, 42, 43. 45. 46, 47. 52. 389. 
446, 447, 448, 479. 486, 488, 489. 
492, 497. 505, 508; different con- 
ceptions of, 447 ; in relation to 
Karma, 448; in Vijfiana Bhik$u, 446 
kdla-ghata^saqtyogd^dikatfi, 389 
Kalamukhas, 16 
Kalanemighna, 40 r. 
kdla-iakti, 45 
kdlatraye'pi, 428 
Kama, 40 R., 62 

kdma, as nitya and naimittika, 29574 , 


Kdma^slttra, 550 n. 
kdmya, 294 
Kantatman, 40 n. 
kdnti, 57 

Kantimatf, 98, 100 

KaAcl, 63 R., 65, 66, 78, 101, 102, 
120 

KaAclpOrpa, 98, 101, 102, 109 
kd^^a, 59 
Kapalika, 3 R., 16 
kdraka^cakra, 206 
kdrana, 156, 204 
kdrofut-brahma, 474 
kdrawm aprameyam, 502 
kdrandnumdna, 229 
kdrandvasthd, 200 
Kdrikd, 440, 501 R. 

Kari, 65 
Kafimaran, 65 
kdrpanya, 54, 92 
kdrya, 4, 189, 265 
kdrya-brahma, 474 
kdrya-kdra^d-diiikaratfa-vdda, 381 r. 
kdrya-prdga-bhdva-samamAta, 275 
kdryddhikarana-tattva, 132, 381, 384 
haryadhikarana-vdda, 132, 381. 383, 
384 

kdryd-numdna, 229 
kdrydvasthd, 200 
Kasarayogin, 63 r. 
kdsikd, 518, 518 R. 
KdsmJrdgama^prdmdnya, 17 
Kdsyapa, 20 
Kdiyapa-samhitd, 23 
Katyayana, 302, 515, 516; his view of 
God, 302 

Kathaka-siddhantin, 3 r. 

Kaverl, 63 
kdyika, 507 
Kerala, 67 
Kernel, 2 

Kesara-bhOfarui, 133 

Keiava, 39, 402 

Kesava Kasmirl, 402 

Kesava Kasmirl Bhatfa. 402, 403 r. 

Kesava Yajvan, 98, 10^ 

Ketfi ammais, 104 

kevald-nvayi, 228, 229, 230, 427; in- 
ference, 230 

kevala-vyatireki, 226, 227, 220, 230, 
*3*. *3*. 4*7 

Khaf^ana-khari^-khddya, 201. 535 R. 
khydtis, 184, 410, 503, 510 
khydty-ayogdt, 243 
Kidambi Ramanuja Pillan, 110 
Kidambi-Tirumalai-Nayinar, 137 
Kilaiyagaftarvar, 95 
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kUUit-kara, S77 
KitoradlM Pandit, 399, 404 
57 

kUia, 44 
Knott, 437 

Knower, X7a. 3i5. 3*5, 3*6, 333, 41 1, 
4*3, 466, 467, 468, 489, 507 
Knowing relation, 250 n. 

Knowledge, 4, 7, 8, 9, 28, 29, 32, 33, 
34, 35. 37, 41, 47, 49. 5«, 54. 9i, i*9. 
146, 176, 178, 179, 181, 184, 185 H., 
187, 188, 193, 204. 205, 206, 210, 
238, 250 292, 293. *95. 300. 307, 

308, 309, 310, 312, 317, 3>8. 3*1. 

3*3. 3*4, 3*5. 3*7, 3*8, 3*9, 335. 

336, 340, 346. 347. 348, 35*. 357, 

361, 369, 371, 386, 409, 410, 411, 

412, 418, 423, 424, 42s, 426, 427, 

430. 436, 437, 440, 443. 445, 449. 

453. 461. 46*. 46s, 466. 467, 469, 

470. 471, 47*. 473, 474, 475, 479, 

481, 482, 485, 486, 488, 490, 49*. 

49*. 493. 500. 501, SO*. 503, 504. 

506, S07, S08, 533, 537, 547; and the 
known, 423; its self-validity, 247 et 
seq. 

Known, 466 
Kolli, 67 

Kollikavaladasar, 137 
Koluttunga I, 103, 104 
Koluttunga 11, 104 
Kon<finna, 1x5 
Kongu, 67 

Koyilka|>4fld^?!^^^ui, iii 
Krama-dlpikd, 403 
Kratu, 21 
kraurya, 376, 379 
kriyamdTjUi karma^ 443 
kriya, 36, 37, 41, 51. S7 
knydkhya, 29. 44 
kriydkhya-jfiana, 29 
hriyd-iakii^ 42 
Kro^atman, 40 n. 
krkara, 59 

Krmikantba* 104, 105 
Kfpdcdryay 401 

38, 39 40 n„ 69, 70, 71, 72, 

74«., 77. 80, 81, 82, 83, 121, 304; 
378, 401, 40s, 44a «•, 474. 475; his 
life, 83 

Kr9oa Bhatta. 401 
Kr99ade4ika, 18, 137 
Kr99amahgala, 96 
Kr$9a Mito. 531 If., 532 
Kf^i^apftda, no, in, 118. 134, 135 
Kr^^apada-lokaguru, 131 
Krf^a-samahbhaya, no 


Krpfa^stava-rdja^ 400 
Kr^pasdri, in, 112 
Krfpatfttfldirya, 123, 131 
Krfnopanifad, 13 
Kf^oti, 105 n. 

Krtamala, 63 

krtsnd-jndna-pratltis tdvad asiddhd, 361 
K|ttik&, 279; constellation, 229 
kfamd, 57, 61 
Kfomd-fodail-stava, 1x1 
kfana, 274 

kfaria-dvaya-sambandha-Hinyatva, 273 

kfa^a-kdla-sambandhatvatfi, 273 

kfana-kdlatvafttt 273 

kfa^a-^mdtra^vartitva, 273 

kfa^-sambandhitva, 269 

kfat^-pddhitvarfi, 274 

Kfattriya, 64 

Kfetra, 31, 3*. Soa. 504 

Kfetrajita, 31, 498, 503 

Kfetrajna-sakti, 51 

kfobha, 498 

kfobhaka, 509 

kfobhya, 498, 509 

Ku^drfti-dhvdnta-mdrtojyfa, 396, 39711. 
kuhUf 59 
kukkupa, 60 

Kula-sekhara, 64, 66 it., 67, 68, 69, 76, 

8*. 134 

Kula-^ekhara Peru-mal, 63, 63^ 66, 
96 If. 

Kula-4ekharanka, 66, 67 
Kularka, 229 
Kumira, 40 z 

Kum&ra-Vedanta-de4ika, in, 122 
Kumara Vedantacflrya, son of Ven- 
kata, 123, 126; his works, 125 
Kumirila, 8, 148, 205, 347, 348, 357 
Kumbakonam, 68, 73, 95, 103, 11611. 
Kumbha-kona T&tayftrya, 126, 127 
ktindala, 67, 416, 434 
Kundalinl, 36 
Kundalh 58 
Kundall^iakti, 58 
Kuraka, 95 
Kuranltha, I02 

Kuresa, 98, X02, 103, 104, 109, 1x0, 
in, 113, 114, 1 34 ; his contribution 
in writing Sribhdfya, 103; his eyes 
put out. 103 
Kuresa-vijaya, 11311. 
Kurugai-kkaval-appan, 98 
Kurukd, 98 
KurukanStha, 98 
KurukeSvara, 109 
Kurukur, 68 
Kuruttalvan, 66, 102 
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Kuruttama, 66 
Kuvera, 39 
Kuyil, 77 

KOrma, 39 40 a., 59, 60, 475 

KOrtPiapurdna, 19, 20, 480, 482* 483, 
488, 496, 502 a.. 509. 510, 5” «•; 
philosophical elements in, 509 et s€q. 
kopastha, 49, 484 
kOfastha purufa, 50 

Laghu-bhdgavatdmrta, 40 a.; avatdrus 
in, 40 a. 

Laghu-bhdva-prakdsikd, 129 
Laghu^mdnjufd, 403 
Laghu-prakdsikdt 116 
Laghu-sdmdnddhikara^ya^vdda, 1 33 
Laghustava-rdja-stotraf 403 
lakpandf 306 

Ldikfmandrya-siddhdnta^samgrahat 1 30 
Lakpnl, 36, 41, 45, 52. 53. S6. 57. 7o. 

99, 100 a., I57r 375. 379 
Lak$ml Disarathi, 98 
Lak$ml-devl, 115 
Lak$mlnatha, 96 

Laksml-tantra, 39 a., 56 a., 57, 379 

Lak^mltantra, avatdras in, 39-40 a. 

lakpya, 340 

Lamentation, 72, 73 

Lamp, 25, 444 

Lanka, 82 

latdt 500 

LaugaksibhSskara, 3 a. 
laukika, 426 
laukikl, 507 

Law, 412, 448, 474; of Excluded 
Middle, 242; of Contradiction, 242 
Idghava^ 180 
Legendary account, 83 
Legendary life, 81, 83 
Legendary lovers, 8i 
Legendary personages, 81, 82 
Lesser gods, 475 
Letters, 4 ^ 

Liberation, 5, 7. 8, 9. 10, 24, 39. 170. 

173, 257, 450; during lifetime, 10 
Life, 41. 293. 327. 420, 443. 461, 471. 
509. 519. S2X. 522. 526, 530, 531, 
536. 545 
Life-force, 59 
Life-functions, 7 
Life-history, 82 
Life -movements, 548 
Life of Rdmdnuja, 113a. 

Light, 46, 178, 198. 280; and heat, 
163 

Light-heat-potential, 48, 260 
Light-potential, 163 


Limitation; 194, 195, 432 
Limited, 292; sense, 43; time, 285 
Lineage, 3, 129, 732 
Lime di una storia del Materialismo 
Indiano, 512 a. 

Linguistic, 218; usage, 239, 282 
Linga, x6, 22 
Lidga-purdfta, 20 
lir^a-sarlra, 487 
Literary, 6 q 

Literature, 43, 56, 58, 112, 531 
Living, 456 
l^l^* 5*. *58 
hld^vatdra, 40 a., 475 
Location, 41 

Locus, 58, 283, 290. 328. 351, 417, 435, 
437; its negation, 255; of subsis- 
tence, 397 ; 6f the negation, 283 
Logic, 119, 235, 236, 533; depends on 
admission of objective realities, 236 ; 
in Bengal, 133 

Logical, 80, III, 183, 194, 442, 5x3; 
apparatus, 256; argument, X13; 
categories, 236; criticism, X54; 
doctrine, 550; implications, X84; 
proof, 3x3; situation, 341 
Logically valid, 236, 253 
Logicians, 517, 518 
Loka, 513, 514 
Lokabhaskara, 3 a. 
loka-khdyikd, 513 
Lokanatha, 40 a. 
loka-pitdmaha^ 503 
loka-samgraha, 92 

Lokacarya, no, X22, 134, 136, 137, 
155. X57. x8o, 163, 260, 374, 380, 
381 ; his views, 136 
lokacarya-tad-anubandhindm^ 381 a. 
Lokaedrya I, X34, 135 
Lokayata, 512, 513, 514, 515, 516, 519, 
526, 530, 532, 533; its significance, 
512 seq, 

lokayata doctrines, 528, 529, 532 
lokayata view, 532 
Lokdyata-idstra, 5x5, 531, 533 
Lokdyatika, 512 a., 527, 529, 548 
lokepu dyata, 515 
Loneliness, 79 
Longings, 70 

Lord, 22, 27, 31, 33. 41. 42, 44. 50. 5*. 
53. 54. 56, 83, 87, 88, 307. 412, 430, 
508 

Lord {Bhagavdn)y 21 
Lord Kr§na, 99 
Lost objects, 89 
Lost soul, 88 
Lotus, 58, X53, 27 X 
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Love, 136. 294. 376, 377. 4i4. 4So, 
4S». 47*. 491; stricken, 378 
LfOve-sickness, 83 
Lover, 70, 83. 84, 377 
Loving embraces, 73 
Lower caste, 93 
Lower form, 37 
Lower order, 88 
Lowliness, 54 
Lucidity, 79 

Lump of clay, 46, 259, 332; of salt, 10 
Lunar, 295 

Madan Mohan Library, Benares, 399 
Madhu, 25, 47 
Madhura-kavihfdaya, 1 24 
Madhura-kavi, 69 

Madhura-kaviy>&j;var, 63, 64, 65, 66 n., 
67. 94, 95, 134 n- 
Madhurantakam, 103 
Madhusudana, 39, 40 n. 

Madhva, iii, 112, 113, 125, 304, 305, 
387, 399, 400, 401, 403, 475. 496 
Madhva-mukha-mardana, 399, 400 
madhyOt 58 
madhyama^ 505 

Madhya Pratoli Bhatt^rya, 109 
madhyastha, 201 
Madhya-vlthi Bhatt^rya, 109 
Madras, 69 n., 94 ft., 104 n., 106 n. 
Madras Govt. Oriental MS., 239 n. 
Madras Presidency, 64 
Madura, 65, 67, 120 
Magical creation, 394 
Magician, 335 
Mahadyogin, 63 

mahat^ 46, 47, 63 n., 163, 256, 257, 
258, 259, 260 n.. 446, 47*3, 475, 4*9, 
490, 499, 502, 504, 507, 509, 510, SI I 
mahdtman, 504 
mafiat prajnd^ 503 
mahattattva, 475, 480, 489, 498 
Mahdbhdrata, 12, 17, 19, 20, 21, 40 it., 
260 n., 379. 443 W-, 447, 479, 5*7, 
530, 53*, 532; Nara and Nariyana 
in, 12; reference to heretics in, 530 
MaMcarya, 117, 125, 127, 130, 13 1, 
*35, 305, 361, 364, 365, 366, 367. 
368, 370, 371, 373; his works, 125, 
126 

Mahadevl, 98 
mahd-kalpas, 525 
Mahalak$m1, 41, 67 if. 
mahdmoha, 500 
mahdn, 503, 504 
Mahanada, 63 
MahanadI, 63 


MahapOr^a, 98, 100, lox, 102, 103, 
*09, 139 

Mohd-purufa-^niniUiya, 98, 99 n, 
mohd-pOrva-pakfa^ 175 n. 

Mahara$tra, 63 
Maharya, 63 n., 96 
Mahd-sanatkumdra-saijthitd, 23, 37 
maha-siddhdnta, 175 n. 

Mahd-vidya doctrines, 229 
mahd-visvdsa, 54 
Maha~vi$nu, 56, 507, 508 
Mahavlra, 522, 524 11. , 525 n. 
Mahayana, i n. 

Maheivara, 39 n., 473, 497 n., 506, 
50911. 

Mahomedans, 121, 135 
Maintenance, 38, 51, 52, 56, 195, 196, 
454 

Maitrayarflya Upantfad, 531 n. 
Maitreyo-pani^adt 480 
MaitrJ Upanifad, 447 
Majesty, 35, 136 
Makkhali, 522 

Makkhali Gosala, 522; his views, 522 
Makkhaliputta Gosala, 525 n. 

Males, 42 
Malik Kafur, 120 
Mallipura, 63 n. 

Mal-observation, 279 
Mamallai, 65 
maniatva, 506 
mamdtmdt 140 
Manakkal, 67 n. 

Manakkal-lambej, 97 
manana, 405, 422 

manas, 8, 9, 13, 25, 38, 48, 49, $6, 57, 
80, 139, 142, 144, 148. 15*. 153. 158. 
163 191, 257, *S8, ato, a8i, 499, 

503. 504. S06. 507, 509. 510 

Manavalamahamuni, no 
mandOf 505 
Mandangudi, 69 
Mandates, 441 
Manhood, 70 
Manifest, 36 

Manifestation, 4, 17, 26, 32, 35, 36, 37, 
.iS, 39 11., 4011.. 42, 44, 45, 47, 5*, 
53, 57, *50, *63, *98, 215, 218, 247, 
250, 265, 267, 31 1, 336, 338, 355, 

3Sb, 359, 360, 361. 365, 367, 373. 

387, 4*2, 447, 449, 45*, 473, 487, 

497, 498. 500. 508, 524 
Manifested condition, 1 56 
Manifesting, 39; power, 41 
Manifold, 32, 197 
Mani-sdra-dhikkdra, 122 
Manifideva, 402 



Index 


s8o 

mankha^ 522. 524 ft. 

Mankhali, 523 
Mankhaliputta Gosftla, 522 
Man-lion, 38 
Manner, 60 
mano^dofdt, 185 n. 
manamaya, 57 
numtd, 510 
mantras, 13, 22, 23, 25, 28, 29, 30, 31, 
S7. S8. 60. 69, 102, 403 
Manu, I 14, »7. »». >46, 479. Si5. 

518, 519: denies the PaHcardtrfns, 14 
manus, 44, 45. 46. 47. 48. 49. 5®. 5^. 57 
Manu-sarrihitdf 16 

Manuscripts, 119, 126, 135, 138, 305, 
346. 399 

Manu Vaivasvata, 40 ft. 
Mangala-dlpikd, 126 
Mangflcftrya, 127 ft. 

Mahg2cSrya ^rlnivSsa, 118 
ManavSla, 94 fi. 

Manav&la Mft-muni, 64, 65, 137 

mavi-pravdla, 64, 105, 123, 137, 138 

Maraner, 98 

Maraner Nambi, 98 

Marici, 21 

Mark 17, 20, 524 n. 

Marriage, 69 

Marudha-grSma-pQrna, 102, no 
Maskarin, 523, 524 if. 

Masters, 83 

Material, 10, 25, 26, 29, 49, x8i, 189, 
190, 208. 288, 388, 389, 418, 449, 
481, 495; cause, 2, 37, 46, 55, 188, 
196, 197, 266, 286, 301, 302, 34*. 

34a, 365, 385, 388, 389. 397. 404. 

454. 459. 465, 50®. 543; changes, 

301; element, 489; energy, 459; 

forms, 37; identity, 252; impurities, 
384; part, 301; products, 527; stuff, 
329 

Material world, 181, 194, 199, 200, 

291. 297, 384. 385. 4*6 

Materialistic, 512 
Materialists, 550 
Materiality, 195, 256, 383 
Maternal grandfather, 122 
Maternal uncle, 109, 183 
Mathuradeva, 402 
Mathurfl, 94, 96, 103, 120 
fnati, 47. 57. 61, 503, 510 
Matsya, 39 n., 40 n., 475 
Matsya Purdi^t, x6, 479 
Matter, 26, 49, 125, 157, 193. 200, an, 
299. 4®6. 43®. 431. 434. 435. 457. 
458, 459. 465. 492. 495. 5®*. 5*9? 
Venkata's view of it, 162 et seq. 


Matter-stuff, 385 
mafha, 103, 104, in 
Maxim of determining similarity by 
real representation, 183 
maydra^ 60 
Mayilai, 64 

Mftdhava, 39, 103, no, 127, 4®®. 532, 
533. 632 

Mftdhavad&sa, 109, no 
Mftdhava Mukunda, 416, 420, 426, 
437; controversy with the monist, 

416 et seq.; his criticism of jlva~ 
brahmai-kya^ 417; his criticism of 
Rftmftnuja and Bhftskara, 429 et seq . ; 
his criticism of iSahkarite ajndna, 
424 et seq. ; his criticism of Sahkarite 
emancipation, 420 et seq.; his criti- 
cism of the category of “ difference 

417 et seq.; his criticism of the 
theory of illusion of Sankara, 422 et 
seq.; his refutation of the falsity of 
the world, 435 et seq. ; his treatment 
of pramdnas, 426 et seq. 

Mftdhavftcftrya, 2 

mddhyamika, 201, 238, 340 

Mftdhyamika Buddhists, 238 

Mddhyamika-pakfa, 177 

Mfthe^vara, 3 a., 505 

mdheivara yoga, 505 

mdkhali, 522 

Mftlftdhara, 98, 109 

mdnasa^pratyakfa, 220, 359, 361, 538 

mdmuika, 507 

mdnavas, 49 

Mdna-yathdtmya-nifrnaya^ 119, 128 a., 
216, 229, 234 

Mdf^Qkyopanifat-prakdsikdf 127 
Mftiiikka-vftchakar, 84 
Mftrftthft, 3 

Mdrkarndeya Purdna^ 50 x a.. 502 a. 506 ; 

philosophical treatment in, 506 
Mdrkandeya-sarfihitdt 24 
Mftxa, 65 
Mftrankftri, 65 
Mftraft-jadaiyan, 65 
Mdfhara vrtti, 448 

mdyd, i, 2, 4, 5. 26, 29, 42, 52, 100 a., 
129. 132. 165. 196. 197, 198. 334, 

335. 336, 383, 393. 396. 4*®. 4*2. 

424. 434. 44®, 454. 457. 472, 476, 

485, 486, 491, 492, 494; in Ih;ara~ 

gitd, 497 ; in relation to pradhdna as 
treated by Vijftftna Bhik^u, 476 et 
seq. 

Mdyd-^koia, 38 
AfdyOvdda, 484 

mdydx)adm^ 4. 443 
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mOyM, 47a 
Meals, 105 
Meaning, 195, 233 
Meaningless, 99 
Means, 55, 298, 310 
Measure, 264 
medha, 57 

Medhatithi, 515, 518 n., 51911. 
Mediate knowledge, 425 
Mediate process, 247 
Meditation, 10, 11, 22, 23, 30, 31. 3^, 
39, 40 41, 42. 58, 60, 69, 80, 137, 

219. 292, 293. 295, 364. 388, 40s, 
414. 415. 437, 442, 446, 450. 451, 
465, 474 
Medium, 449 

Meghanadari. iii, 114, 115, 125, 214, 
215, 216, 217, 229, 234, 239, 240, 
241, 242, 243; adopts only yath- 
drtha-khydti, 241, 245, 246, 247 n., 
248, 249, 346, 348. 349; arguments 
in favour of validity of knowledge, 
247 ; his admission of five pramd^s, 
216; his admission of upamdna, 234; 
his arguments in favour of yathdriha- 
khydti^ 245 -6 ; his conception of 
various categories connected with 
conception, 218 et seq . ; his definition 
of perception, 2x7; his refutation of 
akhydti, 243 ; his refutation of 
anirvacanlya-khydti, 242-3 ; his 
refutation of anyathd^khydti^ 241-2; 
his refutation of nirvifaya-khydti, 
246 ; his refutation of objections 
against self-validity, 248-50; his re- 
futation of the Nyaya view of 
parataft prdmdnya, 347; his treat- 
ment of memory, 314' et seq.; his 
treatment of nature validity, 215-16; 
his treatment of object, 2x7; his 
treatment of perception in relation 
to validity, 215-16; his view of 
karma and fruits, 349; his view of 
perception contrasted with that of 
Ramanuja, 218; his view of svatah- 
prdmdnya~vdda, 346; his view that 
intuition is self-valid, 348; his view 
of time, 348; his works, X25; 
pramdna suid artha-pariccheda-katva, 
240; supports arthd-patti, 234-5 
Melody, 80 
Melukot, X04, 113 
Me]aiyagatt3rvar, 95 
Memory, 5, 8, 128, 150, 151, 167, 168, 
X78, 180, i8x, X84, 18511., 186 11., 
209, 210, 214, 215, 216, 220 n,, 223, 
»34i a39i *45. *49. *5®. *68. *8?. 


348, 360, 363, 364, 376, 410, 4ao, 
545. 548, 549: its treatment by 
Venkata and Meghanadari, 214-15; 
its validity, 237 • 

Memory-image, 244, 245, 247 
Memory-knowledge, 248 
Mental, 204, 205; intuition, 359, 361; 
modes, 364; organs, 445; percep- 
tion, 426, 538; powers, 47; process, 
185 «*. 539; state, 310, 334, 339, 372, 
373. 439. 465. 469. 470. 495. 54®, 
541. 543. 544. 545; temperament, 
543 

Merciful, 54, 374 

Mercy, 78. 85, 99. 292, 375. 4i3. 474; 

of God, 374, 375 
Merit, 15, 153, 191, 453, 520 
Meritorious, 521; actions, 294 
Messengers, 83 
Metals, 41 

Metaphysical, 237; position, 451; 
views, 450 

Metaphysico-cosmological theory, 246 
Metaphysics, 550 

Method, 55, 183, 195; of agreement, 
228, 356 
Microcosm, 26 
Microscopic, 390 

Mind, 28, 30, 31. 32, 33. 34. 3®. 48. 54. 
60, 152, 172, 182, 189, 191, 192, 207, 
209, 291, 294. 295. 308, 420, 423, 
4*7. 434. 440. 442, 444. 49©, 498, 
5©5. 527. 542, 543; contact, 202; 
substance, 194 

Minimum assumption, 186 n. 

Minor, 427; gods, 22; term, 533, 534, 
535 

Minor Religions, 81 n. 

Minor Religious Systems, 64 n., 399 

Minority sect, 20 

Miraculous, 505 ; power, 30, 60 

Mirage, 282, 369 

Mirror, 27, 144, 208, 211, 334 

Misapprehension, 182, 183, 185, 251 

Mis-dssociation, 245 

Misconception, 456 

Mis -correspondence 357 

Mis-perception, 4x8 

Misery, 28. 87. 164, 295. 302, 303, 308 

Mistake, 5 

Mistress, 75, 377 

Mrira, 139 

miira-varga, 57 

misra^varga-srftiifi ca karoti, 38 
Mita-prakdsikd, X15 
mitdhdra, 6x 
Mithila, 112 
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Mithydtva^khandanay 133 
Mitra, Dr Rajendra Lai, 400 
Mlmaipsa, 107, 108 134, *47. 357, 

350, 358, 539 
MlmS^isakas, 15, 347 
Mlmdffisaka school, 205 
Mlmdrfud-pddukdy 124 
Mlmaipsd theory of error as non- 
discriminating memory-image and 
perception refuted, 247 
MlmdTfisd-sUtray 7 ft., 107 fi., 108 n., 

124. 125 

Mim&ipsists, 152, 429, 518, 536 
mleccha, 93, 441 ft. 

Mode, 42, S3. 194. 419; of syllogism, 

364 

Modiiication, 2, 3, 4, 6, 80, 183, 260 ft., 
299. 323. 367. 423, 435. 454. 455. 
459. 463, 468, 471. 495. 503 
mohoy 464, 500 
mohanoy 46 
mohatmakoy 256 
mokfOy 62, 71, 523 ft. 

Mokfa-dharmay 260 it. 

Mokfa-kdranaid-vadoy 133 

Mokfa-siddhiy 118, 352 

Molecular, 206 

Molecule, 183, 262 

Moment, 47, 273, 277, 285, 286 

Momentariness, 252, 268, 269, 272, 

274 

Momentarists, 271 

Momentary, 268, 270, 275, 284; 

entities, 270; unit, 268, 269 
Monetarist, 273 
Monetary, 273 

Monism, 4, 176, 308, 316, 320, 340, 
371, 391. 477. 490, 495 
Monist, joo, 106, 129, 416, 419 
Monistic, 101, 196, 422, 486, 495; 
doctrine, 197, 477, 480; identity, 
336; interpretation, 351, 417; texts, 
5. 35*..4o6, 431; view, 406 
Monotheistic, 13; God, 43 n. 

Moon, 42. 59, 210, 228, 295. 310, 340, 
447. 537 

Moral, 29. 32, 33. 472, 501, 549; 
apprehension, 32; freedom, 472; 
heroes, 88; responsibility, 291, 533; 
sphere, 273 ; values, 457, 460 
Morality, 303, 516, 533 
Mother's breast, 77 
Motion, 206 
Motivation, 44 
Motive, 54, 293, 294 
Motor organs, 543 
Mouth, 59 


Movement, 44, 45, 53, 56, 189, 210, 
446. 449. 481, 493. 504 
mrd^dravyay 258 
mritvoy 258 
mrtyuy 447 
Much, 494 
Mud, 397 
Mudal-ajrvars, 68 n. 
MudaUtiru-vantddiy 1 34 n. 
mugdtiay 328 
mukta, 60 

Muktiy II, so, 51, 89, 487 
Muktudarpanay 115 n., 384 
Mukti-iahda-vicaray 1 27 
Mukunda, 42s, 426 
Mukunda-mdldy 66, 67, 80 fi. 
Mumukfu-ppadiy 135 n, 
MumukfU-pdya-samgrahay xi4fi., 123 
Mundane, 16, 34, 41, 295, 45*; 
bondage, 4x4; forms, 40; gods, 38; 
life, 43 ft., 292 
Muni-vdhana-bhogQy 124 
Munrdm^tiru-vantddiy 1 34 fi. 
Mu^akopanifat-prakdhkdy 127 
Muttering, 23 ; of mantras, 62 
Mutual agreement, 201 
mUdhay 499 

millay 46 

Mdla-bhdva^prakdsikdy 113, 117 .126 
mula-dofdpekfd, 177 n. 
mUld^dhdray 58 
mGrdhanya-nddly 293 
Mysore, 113, 121, 124 ft. 

Mysore Gazetteer y 104 n. 

Mystic, 33; cognition, x68 
Mysticism and Logic y 339 ft. 

Mythical, 364, 550 
Mythological, 23 

rusy 476 

na cai'kyarri ndsa-bddhayoh, 239 
Nacchiydry 69 
Naciketa, 3x9 
Nad&dur Ammal, xio 
Nad&dur Arvfln, 104 
naimittikay 293, 294, 50a, 503 
naimittika pralayay 302 
Nain&r&cftrya, xix 
Naifadhacaritay 549 
Naiyayikas, 146, 132, 155, 2x1, 219, 
221, 223, 230, 233, 262, 263, 264, 
a6s, *80, 291, 300, 347, 355, 358, 
359. 393. 5*8. 539. 54* 
Nakfatra-nUUilUl, 138 

S3 

Nunbi, 67 n., 100 
Nambiik, 110 
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Namburi Varada, 1 10 
Namburi Varadarya, x 10, 111 
Namburi VaradarAja, 134, 135' 

Names, 3» 4. 34. 47, 48, 209. 457, 544 
Namm’-afvar, 63, 64, 65, 66, 68, 69, 
74. 78. 79, 83, 94. 95, 98, no. 134 
Nandag6p&l, 77 
Nandivarman, 67 
Nanjiar, no, 134, 135 
Nan-mukham Tiru-vantddi, 68 
Nappinnfti, 77, 81 
Nara, 12, 40 it. 

Naraharideva, 402 
Narasimha, 40 n. 

Narasirpha-suri, 122 
Narasimhavarman I, 65, 67 
Narasimhiengar, Mr M. T., 134 it., 138 
Narcotic, 79 
Nasik, 3 

Natesan and Co., 104 n, 
natthi, 520 
natthika, 520 
natthika-ditthi, 520 
natthikavadat 521 
Natural, 51; omniscience, 214 n. 
Nature, 35, 42, 44. 45, 46, 50, 52, 53, 
54, 56, 57, 100 128, 146, 166, 180, 

193, 195. ^97, 206, 253, 256, 306, 
3*0, 3*5, 3*7. 325. 33*, 334. 344. 
350, 389, 407. 408, 41* , 413. 414, 
415, 420, 428, 431, 439, 442, 448. 
499. 450, 461, 466, 483, 485, 545; of 
Lak$ml, 375 ; of soul, 79 
Navaratna-mdlcif 135 n. 
Nava~vidha~sambandhaf 135 it. 

Navel, 58 
Navel- wheel, 59 
Navya.’ahgesa, 122 

Naya-dyu-mani, 11411., 115. 125, 

215 n., 216 n., 217 n., 219 220 n., 

234 239 n , 242 w., 243 ”•» 245 It., 

247 n., 346, 347 It., 348 It., 349 It., 
392 

Naya-dyu-mani-dlpika, 115, 116, 392 
Naya-dyu-mani ol Naya-dyu-marii- 
dlpikdt 1 15 

Naya^dyu-mani-samgraha, 115, 1 1 6, 

392 

Naya-kulisa, i x 8 
Naya^mdlikd, 116 n. 
Naya-mar^i^kalikd, 1 30 
Naya-mukha^mdltkd, 114, 116, 133 
Naya-prakdsikdf 114, 348 
Naya-vUhi, 186 n. 
ndbhi^cakraf 59 
Ndcchiydr-tirumoliy 134 **• 
ftJdo, 58 


59, 60 
nSga, 59 

Nagftrjuna, 307, 522 
ndga^vdyu, 60 

Ndl^dyira^divya-prabandham, 64, 66, 
69, 77 

Nal-dyira-prabandhamt 69 
ndmadheya, 4 
rtdma-dheyam, 3 
ndma-‘Sanklrtana-rataht 96 
Ndm~mukam, 1 34 12. 

Ndrada, 13, 25, 40 it., 401 ; his journey 
to ^veta-dvlpa, 13 
Ndradlya, 20 

NdradJya-purana, 507, 508 n . ; philo- 
sophical elements in, 507 
NSrayana, 12, 13, 16, 17, 19, 21, 39, 
40 42 It., 68 ij., 86, 89 100 It., 

loi, 126, 128, 129, 132, 136, 157, 
304, 352 n., 375. 379, 401, 474. 475, 
482, 507, 511 If.; alone, 126; as 
highest God, 12; associated with 
PaAcaratra, 12; his worship in the 
^vetadvipa, 13 
N&r&yaoadeva, 402 
NSr^y ana muni, 116, 131 
NarSyana Sarm3, 404 
Narayaplya, 40 n., 443 n. 
Narayanopanisad, 13 
Nastika, 512, 517, 518, 519, 525, 527; 

its significance, 517 et seq. 

Nastika cdrvdka, 5 1 2 n. 
ndstikaidstra, 515 

Nathamuni, 66, 67 n., 85, 94, 95, 96, 
97, 98, 1 19, *80, 181 If., 233, 235; he 
practised astdnga yoga^ 96 n. ; his 
life, 94 et seq. 

Nathas, 525 n. 
ndtha-rddins, 525 

Negation, 5, 169, 186, 202. 214, 23'i, 

232, 243, 255, 271, 272, 283, 3*2, 

3*4, 327, 330, 33*, 332. 339. 342. 

344, 35*. 352, 353, 354, 4*2, 420. 

424, 428, 431. 445, 467, 476; ante- 
cedent to being, 279 ; of occupation, 
282 ; of vdeyatva^ 230 n. 
Ncgation-precedent-to, 328, 330, 351; 
production, 338, 341, 344, 345, 353, 

369 

Negative, 181, 183, 186, 187, 252, 343; 
causes, 3541 characters, 170; con- 
cept. 282; concomitance, 229; en- 
tity, 341 ; instance, 228, 229; means, 
376; pain, 364; qualifications, 323; 
relation, 231 
Nerve, 59, 295 
Nervous system, 58 
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Nescience, 177, 311, 316, 361, 362, 
441. 44a. 460. 465 
neth 431 

Neutral datum, 253 
New knowledge, 184 
New measure, 264 
nididhydsana, 405, 442 
ifiV/rd, 57 

Nigamaparimala, 124 
nigraha, 51 
nigrahasihdna, 512 

Nihilism, 177. 269, 30?. 320, 332, 334, 
419 

Nihilist, 350. 520, 533 

Nihilistic, 520, 521; Buddhists, 201; 

philosophy, 177 n.; sect, 533 
ni^ambandhah, 11 
niiuvabkdva, 356 
NikdiOy 123 
Nikdya, 524 
Nikfepa-rakfd, 122 
Nimba, 399 
Nimbapura, 399 
Nimbaditya, 399, 400, 401 
Nimbarka, 399, 400, 402, 403, 404, 
405, 409, 420, 422, 424, 426, 427» 
428, 433, 434, 440. 472, 497. 506; 
his bhdfya, 400; his conception of 
ahankdra, 411 et seq , ; his conception 
of ajndna, 404 et seq , ; his conception 
of karma f 411; his criticism of San- 
kara, 409 et seq , ; his idea of avidyd, 
414; his idea of God, 412 et seq, \ his 
idea of karma, 414 et seq , ; his philo- 
sophy, 400, 404 et seq.\ his works, 
400-2; Nature of self, 411 et seq,; 
school, 401, 408, 440; system, 413; 
teachers and pupils of the school, 
379 et seq. ; view, 430 
Nimbdrka-tnatam, 401 
Nimbarkists, 410, 411, 434, 440 
nimitta, 2, 388, 456 
nimitta-kdra^, 157, 191, 398 
nimitta-kdranatd, 396 
nimittamdtram, 500 
Nineteenth century, 188 
Ninru kumiyume, 78 
m> - adhiffhdna - bkramd -nupapattih, 
238 

niranvaya^vindiaf 274, 276 
nirapekfataydnanda, 36 
niravayava, 201 
nirbharatva, 86 
mrgranthas, 523 
nirgufia, 25 
nirhetuka, 85 
Nirvdsfa, 28 


nirvikalpai 219, 220, 221, 224, 
270, 3*1, 544; knowledge, 544 
nirvikalpa jndna, 221 
mrvikalpa^pratyakfa, 166, 223 
nirvisefa, 165, 195 
nirvisefa caitanya, 420 
Nirvisesa-pramdna-vyuddsa, 133 
nir-visaya-khydti, 239, 246 
nifkala, 31 
ni^kramya, 527 
nifprapaHca brahman, 10 
nitya, 36, 293, 294, 502 
nitya-rahgitva, 87 n. 
nitya-sGratva, 88 n. 
nivartaka, 61 
nivytta, 165 

niyama, 29, 33, 61, 62 n,, 509 n, 
NiyamBnanda, 399, 403 
niyati, 42, 43, 45, 57, 44^ ", 
NllameghatatBcBrya, 133 
tOla-pafa, 527 n, 

Nila, 41, 42, 57 
filrOpa, 238 n, 

Nui, 235 

Noble qualities, 70, 71 
Non-appearance, 365 
Non-apprehension, 180, 181, 182, 183, 
184, 185, 186, 187, 188, 237, 284 
Non-being, 239, 312, 314, 456. 457, 
509 

Non- Buddhists, 514 
Non-dependence, 37 
Non-difference, 487 
Non-different, 484 
Non-discrimination, 247 
Non-distinction, 449, 491 
Non-duality, 488 
Non-earthiness, 227 
Non-eternal, 199, 208, 209, 212, 213, 
386, 446, 470, 478 
Non-ctcrnality, 386 
Non-etemity, 394 

Non-existence, 27, 177, 211, 229, 235, 
344, 410, 428, 435, 436, 473, 476, 

478, 507 

Non-existent, 5, 47, 177, 266, 284, 327, 
339, 344, 407, 423, 433, 43^, 44®, 
445. 457, 477. 486 
Non-existing, 184 
Non-illumination, 314 
Non-illusory, 246 
Non-living, 456 
Non-material, 146, 171 
Non-materiality, 171 
Non-mundane, 39 
Non-observation, 279. 334 
Non-occupiedness, 164 
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Non*perception» 128, 182, 207, 241, 
34a» 35*. 4*6 
Non-performance, 523 
Non-physical, 548 
Non-production, 449 
Non-relational, 455 
Non-sensible, 354 
Non-sentient, 54 
Non-spiritual characteristics, 172 
Non-substance, 251 
Non-vedic, 15, 16, 17, 19 
Normal caste, 379 
Normal duties, 92, 380 
North India, 63, 523 
Northern India, 103 
Nothingness, 36 

Notices, 400 n. ; of Sanskrit Manu~ 
scripts, 403 

Notion, *97, *98, 300, 3«o. 3*4. 337. 
34*. 343. 349. 35«. 3S3. 4*8, 443. 
538, 54a; of validity, 248 
Not-sclf, 409 
Not-silver, 183 
Nrsiipha, 39 n., 40 n. 

Nrsirphadeva, 122, 123 
Nrsirpharaja, 123, 131 
Nfsintha-raftya, 122 
NfsirphasGri, 131 
Nfsirpha-tapinl Upanifad, 13 
NfsiiphSrya, 109, 110 
Nrsiffihottara-tdpinJ Upanifad, 13 
Nuns, 104 
nOkhya varga, 502 
N.W, Provinces Catalogue, 400 
NyagrodhaiSyin, 40 n. 
nyHsa, 55, 90, 131 
Nydsa-kdrikd, 380 
Nydsa-tilaka, 122, 125, 131, 380 
Nydsa-tilaka-vydkhyd', 122, 125, 380 
Nydsa-vidyd-bhOfana, 1 32 
Nydsa-vidydrtha-vicdra, 133 
Nydsa-vidyd-vijaya, 127 
Nydsa^vimiati, 122, 380 
Nydsavivrti, 131 

NySya, 9, 128, 131, 153, 154. *57* *«>3» 
204, 206, 207«., 208, 212 234, 

235, 262,* 263, 300. 358, 47t» 5'7t 
538; categories, 539; logic, 226; ob- 
jection, 249; refutation of the doc- 
trine of whole and parts by Venkata, 
263 et seq.\ Venkata’s refutation of 
atomic theory, 262 et seq. 
Nydya-bhdskara, 133 
Nydya-kuliia, 118, 128 n., 184, 186 
250 n., 251 35*» 353 «-f 354 

355 «•» 356 n,, 357 358 360 n. 

Nydya-hmumdiijali, i, 539"* 
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Nydya-maHjarf, 203, 204 n., 205 
206 n., 513 5*6, 519. 535 
536 n., 538 If., 539, 540 M., 547» 548 
Nydya-parisuddhi, 96 n., 119, 123, 125, 
127, *28 n., 131, 180, 202 If., 2 o8 n,, 
209 n., 210, 2x311., 216 If., 2x911., 
220 It., 222 II., 223 n., 225 II., 226, 
227 n., 228 If., 232 n., 233 «., 234 If., 
235» 236 If., 237 w., 239 If. 
Nydya-pariiuddhi^vyakhya, x 3 1 
Nydya-ratndvall , 131 
Nydya^sdra, 123, X27, 128 n., 202 w., 
203 n., 222 If., 223 If., 237 n., 238 If. 
Nydya-siddhanjana, xxy, 123, 126, 

12811., 157 251, 25911., 26111., 
280 II., 297, 382, 383 «• 

Nyaya-siddhdnjana-vydkhyd, 117, 126 
Nydya-sudarsana, X1911., 12811. 
Nydya-sutra, 76 n., 208, 211-12, 

30011., 512, 513, 517, 539 
Nydya-tattva, 96, 1 19, 128 w., 233, 235 
Nyaya-Vaise§ika, 162, 471 
Nydydmrta-taranginl, 1 38 
Nattva-tattva-vihhmana, 133 
Nattvopapatti-bhaiUga, X33 
Natva~cnndrikd, 131 
Natva-darpana, 115 
Natva-tattva-paritrd^a, 129 

Objcct(s), 30, 33, 41, 47, 49, 50, 178, 
X79, 181, 182, 184, 185 It., 189, 190. 
205, 206, 2X0, 244, 280, 289, 297 If., 
298, 307, 309. 3*1, 3*2, 3*5, 3*6, 

3*7. 3*8, 3*9, 320, 343, 347, 348, 

35*, 4*5, 4*9. 423. 426, 427, 439, 

442, 444, 457, 458, 466, 467, 474, 

477, 500, 506, 544; its matter ac- 

cording to Venkata and Meg- 
hanad&ri, 2x7; of awareness, 231, 
3x8, 319; of knowledge, 24X, 243; of 
perception, 246, 346 
Objection, 298, 299, 303, 308, 315, 
3*6, 3*7, 320, 321, 333, 343, 39*, 
408, 409, 4*7, 4*8, 422, 437, 477, 537 
Objective, 53, 58. 179, 182, 490; 
awarenesses, 238; cognition, 9; 
entities, 188, 247, 360, 362; factors, 
236; world, 246 
Objectively, 182 n. 

Objectivity, 315, 325 
Obligatory, 441; duty, 124, 137, 293 
Observation, 209, 257 
Obstacles, 33 

Obstruction, 183, 282, 449, 466, 481 
Obstructive attitude, 376 
Occasion, 47, 60 
Occasionalism, 159 
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Occupation, 282 
Occurrence, 205 

Ocean, 52, 301, 302. 304» 445. 447. 

450, 45*. 45* 

Odorousness, 212 n. 

Odour-potential, 48 
Offering, 23, 550 
Older school, 91, 92 
Omnipotence, 24, 51, 200, 450, 462, 
47* 

Omnipotent, 10, 11, 15, 34, 303, 443; 
being, 336 

Omniscience, 24, 50, 51, 158, 195, 198, 
200, 432, 433, 472, 506 
Omniscient, 9, ii, 27, 44, 152, 303, 
3*8, 335, 405, 430, 443 
Omkara-vadartha, 392 
Ontological, 118, 180, 185 n., 195, 497*. 

argument, 231 
Ontologically, 180 
Openings, 59 

Operation, 45, 46, 56, 185, 204, 205, 
206, 267, 297. 3**. 318, 3*9. 33*. 
41 1, 412, 4*3, 423. 4*7. 433. 44^, 
448, 459. 460, 470. 475. 547 
Opinion, 93, 210 
Opponent, 1 16 i?., 230, 249 
Opportunity, 292 
Opposites, 230 
Opposition, 208 
Order, 49, 58, i95 

Ordinary, 43; methods, 58; person- 
ality, 82 
Organ, 48, 490 
Organic, 15*, 455 
Organs of sight, 182 
Origin, 212, 466, 468, 490; of Bhakti 
in Bhdgavata’-mdhatya, 63; of know- 
ledge, 543 

Original, 42, 58; course, 396 
Origination, 321 
Oscillation, 264 
Otherness, 351 
Oudh Catalogue, 400 n. 

Padma, 20, 60 
Padmalocana Bhatta, 98 
Padmanabha, 39, 110, 118 
Padmandbhacarya, 401 
PadmanahhSrya, 352, 361 
Padma Purdna, 484, 507, 532 . 
PadmapurSna, reference to Bhakti in, 

507 

Padma Samhitd, 23 
Padma-tantra, 39 n., 42 n. ; avatdras in, 
39 n, 

Padmflcflrya, 401 


Padmakara Bha(Ya» 401 
Pain, 146, 148, 171, 189, as6, as9. *9®. 
301, 30a, 344, 349, 412, 427, 442. 
449. 463, 464. 48s. 486, 489. 490, 
493.494 

Painful, 256, 289, 415, 416, 452 
Pairs, 42 

pakfa, 231, 427. 534. 535 
pakfodharma, 534 
Palar, 63 
Pallava king, 67 
Pallavamalla, 65 
Pallava-matha, 137 
Pallavas, 65, 67 
Pamphlet, 123, 124 
Panar, 64, 69 
Panentheism, 497 

Pangs, of love, 72 ; of separation, 73 ; 

of sorrow, 70 
Pantheism, 497, 498 
Pantheistic, 498 
pancama, 15, 17. 

Panca-pddikd-vivarana, 196, 197 n., 
198 n. 

Paftcaratra(s), 2, 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 20, 22, 38 n., 40 n., 42 H., 50, 56, 
57, 58, 62, 103, 105, 122, 125. 132, 
*57. 303. 379, 448 47*. 475; 
antiquity of, 12; conflict between 
Brahminic authorities about, 19; 
contents of, 18-19; doctrine, 503; 
instructed by God, 14; its antiquity, 
19; its ideal difTerent from the 
Vedas, 17; its relation with the 
Vedas, 18; its validity attested in 
Puru^a-nirnaya of Yamuna, 16; not 
polytheistic, 1 7 ; originated how, z 1 ; 
Purdnas that are favourable and un- 
favourable to it, 20; purufa-‘ 5 ukta, 
associated with, 12; regarded as 
tantra, 1 8 n. ; relation with the 
Vedas, 12; religion, 20; rituals not 
non-Vedic, 17; sacrifice, 12; texts, 
13; valid as the injunction of God, 
14; worship, 19 

Pahearatra literature, 18, 21, 24; its 
validity attested by Yamuna, lO; 
works enumerated, zi et seq, 
Pancardtra-rakfd, 18, 122 
Pancardtra^rak^dsaifigraha, 1 8 
Pancardtra^samhitd, izn., 155 
Pancardtra-idstra, 21 
Parkardtrins, 14, 19, 20; denounced in 
smfti and Purdrta, 19-20; identical 
with Bhdgavatas and Sdtvatas, 15; 
possess a lower stage, 15 
paHca-scofukdra, 102 
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PsficBdhyflyi-^Sstra, 3 n. 
PoMcHgni’^vidyd^ 382, 384 
Paikf-karaifa, 182, 237, 240 
PaHjikd, 131 
Pao4ita, 94, 130. 177 n. 
para, 41, 42, 489 
para-brahma, 474, 509 
Parakala, 63 
Parakaladflsa, iii 

Parakala Yati, 115, 117, 126, 127, 

305 

para-loka, 518, 548 
Parama, 32 

Parama-pdda-sopdna, 124 
Parama-sarfihitd, 22, 24, 32, 33 ; Bhakti, 
rise of, in, 33-4; its contents, 22; 
karma 2nd jndna-yoga in, 33 ; karma- 
yoga 2nd jndna-yoga 'xn, 22 ; vairdgya, 
nature of, in, 33; yoga in, 32 
Para-mata-bhanga, 123, 124, 128 n. 
Parama-tattva-nirnaya, 23 
paramdrtha, 165, 378 
paramdtman, 7, 34, 445, 451, 452, 453, 
487, 489. 502 

parameivara, 89, 475, 489 
Paramesvara-satpkitd, 23 
Paramesvarvarman II, 65 
paramefthin, 447 
Paranda-padi, 135 n. 
Para-pakfa-giri-vajra, 403, 414 n., 416, 
4x7 n., 418 »!., 425 428 n., 429 

430 n., 431 n., 432 n., 433 a.. 434 a., 
435 437 440 n 

Paraiurflma, 38, 40 a., 429 
Para^urflinadeva, 402 
paratah pramdM, 9 
paratah-prdmdnya, 248, 249 
para-tantra-sattvd, 430 
Para-tattva, 24 
Para-tattva-dlpihd, 122 
Para-tattva-nirruiya, 138 
Para-tativa-prakdsa, 23 
Para-tattva-prakdHkd, 127 
Paravastu Prativadibhayahkara Anna- 
yacarya, 111 

Paravadibhayahkara, 112 
pard, 509 
pard-kdiatva, 88 a. 
pardmaria, 225, 427 
Parankuia, 65, 78 
Parahkuia-pQrharya, 102 a. 

Parantaka, 67 
Parantaka Cola I, 96 
Parantaka, King, 65 
Parantaka Pandya, 65 
pardrthdnumdna, 427 
Paraiara, 134, 260 a., 479 


Para4ara Bhaffa, 235 
Para^ra Bhattaraka, 119 
Pafa^ara Bhaftarya, 102 n., 104, 109, 
no. 134, 13s 
Pardiara purdrui, 19 
Pardsara satnhitd, 22; its contents, 
22-3 

pardtman, 486 
Parents, 70 

Parikara-vijaya, 131, 361 
parimdna, 254, 264, 397 
parimita-gambhlra-bhdnrd, 108 
parindma, 6, 106, 197 
parindma kdrana, 365 
parindmi kdraifa, 365, 366 
parifidmi-rupa, 484 
paritrdna, 40 
parokfa, 62 
parokfa-vrtti, 423 

Part, 30, 49. 178, 189, 191, 192, 194, 
195, 262, 286, 291, 295, 300, 301, 
307, 308, 312, 408, 409, 411, 422, 
430, 432, 433. 434» 444» 447 453. 

456. 462, 464. 475. 493. 494 
Particles, 263, 264; of consciousness, 
141 

Particular, 193, 299. 537; proposition, 
202 

Partless, 201, 263, 306, 358, 365, 422, 
432, 548; atoms, 263; real, 372 
Paryamka, 30 
Passionate lover, 82 
Passionate yearning, 83 
Passions, 32, 51, 54, 3^7. 3i8, 488 
Past, 182, 446. 447. 457, 533; ex- 
perience, 184, 185 n. 
pasyantl, 58 

Patanjali, 61 n., 62, 239. 444. 47®, 473. 
479, 480, 515, 516, 518, 523* his 
Mahd-bhdfya, 516 n. 

Patanjali-sutra, 478 
Paternal affection, 158 
Path, of bhakti, 380 n. ; of knowledge, 
89; of right, 61 ; of virtue, 158 
Pathological symptoms, 83 
Paths of duties, 91 
Patfars, 104 
paurSnic, 482 

PaurSnic emotionalism, 451 
paurufa, 30 
Paufkara, 21, 22 
Paufkara-sarfihitd, 23, 24 
Payasvinl, 59. 63 
Pazhanadai-vilakkan, 94 n. 
Pddukd-sahasra-ndma, 122 
Pdli. 512, 5x3 n.\ texts, 514 
Pali Dictionary, 520 
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I^ii-Engliah Dictionary, 513 
PaAcarfttrikas, 3 n. 

PftQdya, 65, 67. 98 
P&oini, 108 If., 516 It., 518, 523 
pdramdrthika, 313 
pdramSrthiklt 371 
pdratantrya^ 87 
Pdrdiarat 20 
Pdrdiarya, 125 
Pdrdiarya-vijayat 117, 305 
Pdrdiaryya-vijayd'di- porvd'cdrya- pro- 
handhd^nusdre^, 128 n. 

Plrij&tahara, 40 n. 

Pdrijdta-scturabha, 406 11. 
pdfa^, 518 
pdftti^ 4 i^o, 518 
P&iupata, 3 If., 16 
Pdiupata-tantra, 155 
Pfttflla^ayana, 40 n. 

Pftvaka, 39 
Pela Purade4ika, 132 
Penance, 13, 24, 29, 34. 160 
People, 43 n. 

Perceivability, 438, 439 
Perceived qualities, 252 
Perceiver, 284, 315, 321, 398, 547 
Percept, 185 n. 

Perception, 14, 80, 128, 141, 151, 152, 

166, 168, 174. 177. 179. 181. 182, 

184,. 185, 187, 188, 199, 202, 208, 

210, 211, 212, 214, 215, 216, 217, 

2x8, 220, 221, 222, 224, 237, 241, 

242, 252, 254, 268, 269, 270, 280, 

*84, 306. 307. 310, 31 1, 312, 313. 

315. 324, 3^6, 327. 328, 334, 343, 

35*. 353. 356, 368, 390, 398, 406, 

412, 426, 427, 465. 472, 533. 537; 

its definition, 216-17; savikalpa and 
nirvikalpa, 220-4; treatment by 
Venkatan§tha and Meghanftdari, 216 
et teq . ; view on, by later members of 
the Ramanuja school, 220 et seq. 
Perceptual, 79, 309, 411; cognition, 
25011.; evidence, 298; experiencer 
320, 326, 327. 328, 390, 536; know- 
ledge, 212, 326; form, 246 
Perfect, 295; knowledge, 50 
Perfection, 31, 122, 194 
Performance, 33, 293, 530 
Periya-jlyar, 9411., 110, 111, 137 
Periyalnambi, 103 
Periya Nambi, 67 n. 

Periyar, 63 

Periya-Uru-nunfal, 69, 13411. 
Periya^tirumolit 13411. 
Periya-tiru-mojri, 69 
Periya^tiTu^mu 4 h^o 4 emju, 64, 105 


Periya iiru-vdntddi^ 69, 134 n. 
Pcriy-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 66 if., 68, 69, 77 
Periy-djrvdr^Urutnoxi, 13411. 
Periy-dxvdr-tiruppald^u, 134 if. 
Permanent, 144, 198, 291, 343. 54*. 

546; world, 198 II. 

Perma^i, 66 
perse, 431 

Person, 49, 189, 191, 401, 47a 
Personal continuity, 143 
Personal effort, 378 
Personal God, 472 
Personal identity, 142 
Personal service, 104 
Personality, 49, 100 n. 

Peni-mal, 64, 13411. 

Peru-mal Jlyar, 64 
Perumal Temple, 523 
Perumdl-tirumoli, 13411. 
Peru-ntdl~tiru~moii, 69 
Pervasive entities, 263 
Pessimism, 550 
Pay, 68 

Pey-arvar, 63, 64, 65, 66 n., 68 It., 
*34 

Phala~bheda-khan 4 ana, 125 
Phenomena, 205, 238, 340, 365, 407, 
456 

Phenomenal, 454; world, 155, 164 
Phenomenalism, 238, 285 
Phenomenon, 142, 180, 266, 272, 302, 

467. 542 

Philosopher, 202, 449 
Philosophical, 120, 126, 181, 305, 307, 
364. 395. 525; doctrines, 22; ele- 
ments, 24; importance, 21; reality, 
377; speculation, 79; topics, 23; 
wisdom, 89 

Philosophy, 34, X07, 112, 119, 195, 
235. 305. 3*9. 4*3. 445. 47*. 472, 
482, 496, 508 n., 51a, 513 
Phraseology, 196 
Phrases, 309 

Physical, 205, 310, 530; elements, 547; 

practices, 60 
Physico-biological, 298 
Physics, 515 If. 

Physiological, 530; change, 140 
Pictorial, 455 
Piece of iron. A, 26 
Pilgrimage, 55, 120 
Pillai Lokacarya, xio, xii, i2Q, 134, 
*35. *37. *38 
Pi|)ai Lokamjiyar, 105 
Pillai Lokacaryar, 64 
Pillar edict, 522 
Pillan,66 
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Pinb’-afagiya, 64 

Pinb’*aragiya PerQ-mfll Jlyar, 94 n,, 

105 

PiUgala^ 59, 60 
Pioneers, 84 
Piran, 63 

Piszzagalli, Dr, 512 n. 
pitr-ydna, 517 
pitta, 475 
Pity, 52 

Piyaruli-ceyalare-rahasya, 135 
PlyO^aharai^a, 40 n. 

Place, 185 n. 

Playful, 51 

Pleasurable, 46, 256, 289, 415, 416, 
452; ends, 294 

Pleasure, 71, 146, 148, 154, 171, 189, 
2561 259f 282, 290, 291, 292, 301, 

302, 303, 304, 326, 349, 365, 412, 

427, 442, 444, 449, 463, 464, 470. 

485, 486, 489, 490, 493. 494, 513. 

528, 550 

Plurality, 165, 174, 194, 264, 398 

Poetry, 68, 121 

Point, 192, I95» 209, 416 

Poison, 364 

Polemic, 403 

Polemical discussions, 305 
Polemical work, 123 
Political science, 515 
Polity, 515, 532 
Pollution, 303 
Pontifical, iii; chair, 134 
Pope, 84 n. 

Position, 194, 195. 331. 339* 349* 
352 

Positive, 178, 183, 186, 187, 252, 323, 
343, 35*, 362, 441 ; ajndna, 364, 365; 
bliss, 136; category, 243; defects, 
331; entity, 164, 177, 271, 272, 282, 
317, 327, 339* 34*, 345. 353* 354, 
424; experience, 238, 282; [ignor- 
ance, 330, 332, 336; inference, 329; 
instances, 230: means, 376; mo- 
ment, 272; nescience, 361, 362; per- 
ception, 363; pleasure, 294; propo- 
sition, 229; state, 344; stuff, 332, 

364 

Positivity, 282 
Possibilities, 207 
Posture, 30, 60 

Potency, 347 ^ ^ 

Potential, 35, 37, 266, 445, 461 ; effect, 
266; form, 50, 56; power, 541 
Pots, 453 
Potter, 453 
Potter’s wheel, 342 
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Power, 35* 4** 42, 43* 44* 46* 50. S*. 
52, S3* 56, 57* 60, 136, 153, 155, 184, 
190, 193* 197. 301, 441* 445* 471* 
473* 475* 477* 500, 505, 506, 509, 
524* 540, 548 
Poygaiy, 64, 68, 523 
Poygaiy-arvar, 63, 65, 66«., 6811., 

134 n - 

Prabandham, 67 
prabandhas, 91 
Prabandha^sdra, 94 it. 
Prabandha-tdram, 66 
Prabhacandra, 206, 516 
Prabhakara, 181, 18511.; his view, 
185 n. 

prabhd-tadvatoriva 416 
Prabodha-candro^daya, 122, 531 n., 532 
prabuddhi, 510 

Practical, 265, 458; behaviour, 4, 466; 
conduct, 5; experiences, 341, 371; 
philosophy, 22 
Practice, 29, 30. 3*. 33* 293 
Pradhdna, 25, 34, 472, 475, 476, 477. 
478, 485* 489. 492* 497* 498. 592, 
505, 506, 509 
Pradhdnd-sataka, 124 
pradhvanud-bhdva, 353 
Pradyunina, 13, 37* 39, 42, 43* 5** 56, 
57, 157, 158, 443 «•* 475; stage, 57 
pragalbha ndstika, 526, 527 
Pragmatic value, 335 
prajdpati, 48, 295, 447, 528 
prqjnd, 47, 503* 5*0 
Prajfianidhi, 126 

Prajnd-paritrdna, 119, 128 n., 208, 
212, 214 It., 234 

Prakarana-pancikd, 185 n., 186 it. 
prakdra, 156 
prakdia, 358, 373. 4*6 
Prakdia-samhitd, 23 
Praka^atman, 196, 197, 198 n.; criti- 
cized by Ramanuja, 197; his view of 
relation between mdyd and Brah- 
man, 198 It. 

Prakdidtmd, 25 

prakrti. *4, *s, 26. 28, 30, 31, 32, 34, 
36, 38. 43, 45. 48, 47,. 49, 56, 57, 81. 
144, 147, 156, 158, 163, 164, 172, 
173, *39. *56, 257, *58, 259, *60 n., 
261, 266, 280, 296, 301, 381, 384, 

444, 445, 446. 449, 453, 454, 455, 

456, 459. 460, 463, 464, 469, 47a, 

473. 474, 476, 477. 479, 480, 481, 

48a, 484, 485, 486, 487, 489, 491, 

49*. 493, 494. 495, 498, 502, 503, 

5«4. 505, 5®6, 507. S08, 509 

prakfti-praiikti, 502 
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pralaya, 13, 36, 56, 156, 169, 446, 459, 
477 . 481, 493 . soa, 503 
pramd^ 62, 203, 467 
pramdffa, 62* 125. 201, 202, 203, 204, 
205, 206, 214, 215. 216. 234. 23s, 

236, 239, 240, 247, 248, 249, 346, 

351. 361, 390, 423, 426, 427, 428, 

468, 469, 503 «•. 537, 539; as artha- 

paricchedakatva, 240 ; Buddhist view 
of it, 205 ; difference between Rftmft- 
nuja Ny&ya and Sankara, 204; dif- 
ference of view regarding it between 
Venkata and MeghanSLdari, 240; 
Jaina view, 205; Jayanta’s view, 
203; Kumarila’s view, 205; Megh- 
an 9 dari*s definition ot, 239; re- 
futation of it by Srihar$a, 201 ; 
Vatsya-Srlni visa's treatment of it, 
203; Venkata’s definition, 236; 
Venkata’s treatment ot it, 201 et seq. 
pramdna-phala^ 205, 467 
Pramdna^sanigraha, 20 
Pramdna-sdrat 133, 138 
Pramdnas, treatment by Mfldhava 
Mukunda, 426 et seq. 
pramdndftha^ 62 
pramdtd, 368 
pramdtMativat 547 
prameyat 248 

Pratneya-kamala^mdrtan4^t 206 

Frameya-mdld, 349, 351 n. 
Frameya-sanigraha, 128 n., 214 n., 

216 n.f 234 
Pranieya-sdra, 110 
Prameya-iekhara^ I3S 
prameyatva, 230 n. 
prameyatvdtf 230 
PranatSrtihara, 109 
PranatSrtihara Pillan, no 
Prapanna^ meanings of, 91 
Prapanna-paritramiy 135 »• 
Prapanna-pdrijdta, 352, 380 
Prapanna-sdvitrl^ 137 
Prapannd-mrta, 63 w., 94, 97 n., '^8, 
100, loan., 105, 108, 10911., non., 
13 ^^ ”• 

Prapanndmrta relates, 97 n. 
Prapanca-mithydtva-bhangaf 1 26 
prapatti, 54, 55, 68, 86, 89, 90, 91, 92, 
96, 99, 101, 120, 122, 136. 137, 375, 
376, 377. 378, 379. 380; according 
to Saumyajstmatf Muni, 374 et seq.', 
its accessories, 92; its angas, 91 n.; 
its history, 379; its meaning, 90; its 
schools, 92 et seq. ; its stages, 379 
Prapatti^kdrikd, 125 
Prapattunaifthikam, 86 n. 


Prapatti-pray'oga, 380 
prapdthaka, 106 
Prasa^a-ratndkara, 396 n. 
prasdda, 505 
prasdnti, 505 
Prasna, 480 

Prapiopamfat-prakdhkd, 127 
prasQti, 502 
pratihandha, 538 
pratibhd, 537 
pratijnd, 427 
Pratijnd~vdda, 133 
pratinidhi-nydya, 183 
pratisancara, 497 
Pratistha-kanda, 22 
PrativUdibhakesari, x 17 
Prativadibhayahkara, 112, 138 
pratlter apahnava eva sydt, 238 
pratyakfa, 220, 224, 426 
Pratyghara, 30. 61, 505 
pravacana, 514 
pravartaka, 61 
pravaha-ndditva, 177 n. 
Prayoga-ratna-mdld, 116, 131 
prayojana, 420 
Prabhakara view, 248 
prdga-bhdva, 169, 177, 279, 328, 338, 
353. 4*8 

Prdjdpatya-smrti, 20 
prdkatya, 148 
prdkrta, 30 
prdkrta-mandala, 415 
prdkrta-pralaya, 509 
prdkrtd-tmd, 483 
prdkrtika, 502, 503 
prdmdnika, 313 
prdmdnya, 202, 346, 347 
prSna. 7, 47, 49, 59, 80, 405, 540 
prana vdyu, 59 

prdndydma, 22, 23, 30, 32, 60, 61, 505, 
506, 509 n. 

Prapti-dasd, 379 
Prapya-nubhava-dasa, 379 
prarabdha, 445, 487, 488 
prdrabdha karma, 378, 389, 414, 443, 

487 

prStikalyasya varjanam, 92 
prdvarana, 515 

prdyascitta, 92, 294; Veiikata’s view, 

294 

Pre- Aryan, 531 

Pre- Buddhistic Indian Philosophy, 521 w. 

Preceptor, 28, 87, 89, 139, 156 

Pre-condition, 253 

Predicate, 80, 193, 271, 283, 438 

Prediction, 345 

Pre-existent effect, 265 
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Preferences, 34 
Prejudices, 317 
prema^bhakti, 401 
Prema-sOra, 102 
Premises, 178 
Prerogative grace, 85 
Presence, 54 

Present, 181, 284, 285, 446, 533 
Presentation, 180, 182 
Pride, 529 
Priest, 104, 550 

Primary, 41; cause, 179 n. ; entities, 
440; forms, 39; sense, 306 
Primeval, 42 n. 

Primordial, 44, 45, 447; elements, 
128 

Principle, 31, 32, 47. 57, 201, 502, 505, 
507, 508, 512; of agreement, 226; 
of consciousness, 322, 463 
Pringle Pattison, 451 
priori^ 205 
Priority, 419 
Prior moment, 278 
Priydlvar-tiru-mon, 138 
pntif 161 
Priti-kdritat 136 

priti-rapo-pizidntatva-lakfaruim, 382 
Probability, 214 

Probandum, 225, 228, 229, 231 ft., 
427, 534. 535 

Proceedings and Transactions of the 
Third Oriental Conference, 106 n. 
Process, 30, 32, 42, 49, 50, 52, 54, 55. 
56, 205, 29a, 442, 453. 455, 458, 
475, 495 
Procession, 69 

Product, 26, 29, 34, 36, 208, 331, 409, 
4*3> 448, 449. 455. 477. 5«o. 548 
Production, 184, 199, 204, 206, 265. 
267, 268, 277, 278, 284. 292, 300, 
3*8, 330, 331, 341, 34*. 344. 4H. 
416. 428, 447, 454, 473. 481 
Productive capacity, 354 
Productivity, 465 
Progress, 464, 514 
Progressive, 37 
Prohibited actions, 62 
Proofs, 189, 406, 407, 457, 458 
Proportion, 46, 54 

Propositions, 190, 193, 201, 202, 223, 
225, 227, 3*9 
Protection, 54 
Protector, 499, 507 
Proximity, 316, 498 
Prudence, 550 
prthivJ, 49 n. 

Psychical, 469; elements, 29 


Psychological, 180, 185 210, 237; 

state, 380 R.; transformations, 395 
Psychologically, i8o 
Psychosis, 29, 30, 15 1, 412, 464 
Publicity, 120 
Pulaha, 21 
Pulastya, 21 
Pum-sakti, 51 
Punamali, 98 
Piyriishment, 51, 92, 415 
Pundarlkak^a, 95, 96, 97, 98, 102 r., 
109, 118 

Pundravardhana, 524 r. 
puTiya, 294 

Pupil, 1 17, 127, 130, 13 1 
503 

Purandara, 536, 539 
PurSina, 16, 19, 20, 71, 72, 99, 105, 
«*5. 445. 448, 471. 479. 486, 49<>. 
497. 5*0. 550 

Purina Kassapa, 520, 522; his views, 
520 

Purinic, 452, 497, 549; legends, 80 
Puranika, 122 

Pure, 32. 34, 42. 44, 5©. 3*1, 4*3. 4*0, 
423. 430, 454, 467, 469, 470, 479. 
490, 499, 500; action, 56; being, 10, 
167, 175, *92, 193, aoo, 291, 302, 
31 1 ; bliss, 27, 344. 444. 4941 
brahman, 333, 432, 440; conscious- 
ness, 24, 26, 28, 29, 35, 51, 57, *43. 
145, 166, 170, 171, 309, 31 1, 319, 

320, 322, 323, 324, 325, 345, 362, 

363, 367, 368, 369, 370, 372. 373. 

374, 408, 409, 4*9, 421, 423, 445. 

446, 448, 449, 450, 451, 453, 455, 

457, 458, 460, 461, 462, 485, 492, 

494; creation, 27; energy, 447; 
existence, 497; experience, 169; 
form, 438; illumination, 195, 407; 
impure-creation, 57; indeterminate, 
344; intelligence, 26, 147, 148, 154; 
knowledge, 176, 408, 439, 441; 
nature, 302, 306, 338; revelation, 
169; self, 408; soul, 453; space, 283 
Purest qualities, 430 
Purification, 60, 442 
Purificatory rites, 22 
Purity, 6, 29, 160, 406, 438, 441, 524 
Puri, 94. 96, 103, 120 
purovarti vastu, 241 
Purpose, 45*, 474 

Pitrufa, *3, *7, *9, 30, 31, 32, 36, 4*, 
4J. 44. 45. 46, 47. 49. 5*. 57. *47. 

148. *59. *66, *96, 445, 446, 448, 

449. 45 >. 453. 454. 455. 456. 459. 

460, 461, 464. 466, 467, 468, 469. 
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Purufa (cont.) 

470, 471, 473. 474. 475. 477. 479. 

480, 484, 48s, 486, 487. 488, 489, 

490, 491, 49*. 493. 495. 497. 498, 

503. 504, 505. 507. 508, 509. 511. 

527; conception of in Vijfiflna 
Bhik$u, 448 ; consciousness of, 464 
purufakdra. 378 

Purufa^ninnaya, 16, 96, 139, 352 
purufa-sukta, 12, 44, 105, 155 
purufdrthOf 136 
Purufdrtha-ratndkara, 132 
purufdvatdra^ 40 n. 

** purufo ha ndrdyartah**, 12 
Puru$ottama, 38. 70, 1x6, 132, 403 
Puru^ottama prasAda, 403 
Puru$ottamanya, 112, 411 
purydm setCt 504 
pUrna, 36 
pufii^ 57 
Purnadeva, 402 
Purva-mlmarpsa, 350 
pQrva-pakfa, 5x9 

parvd-'tiubhQta-rajata-saniskdra-dvdrd, 

246 

POfdt 58 
POtayogin, 63 

Qualifications, 28, 305, 308, 323 
Qualified, 165, 193, 430; concept, 244; 

entity, 255, 279; monism, 430 
Qualifying relation, 252 
Qualitative, 550 

Quality, 10, 25, 30, 34, 35, 36, 48, 53, 
54. 56, 61, 156, 181, 197, 207, 208, 
209, 212 n., 254, 255, 256, 284, 288, 
3of>. 3”. 317. 324. 336, 340, 343, 

348, 351. 356, 357. 361, 411, 426, 

429, 430, 433. 435, 44*. 442, 455. 

463, 465, 489, 493. 503. 505. 508, 

5*0, 548 

Qualityless, 31, 306, 406, 407, 408, 
423, 430, 435. 499 
Queen, 98 
Question, 195 

Raghunathacarya, 133 
Raghunatharya, 117 
RaghQttama, 137, 138 
Rahasya-mdtrkdf 124 
JRahasya-navanltam, 123 
Rahasya-padavlf 123 
Rahasya-rakfd, 99 n., 123, 380 
Rahasya^ratndvall, 126 
Rahasya-ratndvall-hrdaya, 124 
rahasyast 94 
Rahasya^sandesa, 124 


Rahasya-sandiia^vivannfat 124 
Rahasya-iikhd-ma^i, 124 
Rahasya^traya, non., 138 
Rahasya-traya-culuka^ 124, 125 
Rahasya-traya-jlvdtu^ 13 1 
Rahasya-traya’kdrikd, 132 
Rahasya^traya-mlmdrrtsd, 117 
Rahasya-traya-nOtndmsd^bhdfya, 126, 
13 * 

Rahasya-traya-sdra^ 18, 63 n., 124, 
125 132 

Rahasya- traya-sdra-samgrahat 133 
Rahasya-traya-sdra-vydkhydt 1 32 
Rahasya-traya-sdrdrtha-samgrahat 1 25 
rajas, 25, 43. 45. 46, 47, 48, 129, 
156, 163. 259, 447, 473. 474. 475. 
480. 481, 482, 501, 503, 504, 505, 507 
Rajcndracola, 96, 104 
rajoguna, 448 
rakfisyatiti visvdsah, 92 
Rallying, 79 

Ram>ajamatf-maha-muni, 94 n., 98 n. 
Ramya-jdmdtr munif 89, iio, iii, 112, 
137; his works and relation to 
Ramanuja, 137, 138 
Rahgadasa. 130 
Rahganatha, 69, 98, xai, 135 
Rahganathacarya, 132 
Rahgaraja, 132, 138 
Rahga Ramanuja, 1x5, 116, 127; his 
works, 126, 127 
Rahga Ramanuja Muni, 126 
Rahgacarya, iio, 1x6, 130, 133, 382, 
384. 395. 396, 398 n. 

Rahgesa, xo2 

Rapturous, 73. 79; passions, 83 
rasa, 49 n., 226, 510, 511 
Rasa-bhaumdmrta, 122 
rasa~mdtra, 510 

rasa-tan-mdtra, 163, 260, 261, 499 
rati, 57 

Rational, 177 n. 

Ratna^prahhd, 107 n. 

Ratna-sdrirfl, 114, 116, 132, 352 
Raurava hell, 20 
Ravishing joy, 83 
Ravishing love, 79 
Ravishment of soul, 79 
Ray of lamp, 384 
Rays, x 82, 444 
Radha, 81, 82, 401 
Radha-kr99aaara9adeva, 402 
rdga, 10, 470 
rdga~prdpta^prapatti, 377 
Raghavacarya, 94, X33 
Rdhoft Hrah, 4 
Rahu, 4, 239 
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Rihiijit, 40 n. 

Rftjagopftla, 95 
Rttjaiflja, 523 
rajata, 31, 163, 498 
rajosa ahandUbra, 31, 259, 504 »• 
Rajasa-iOstra, 21, 22 
Rakyasa, 532 

R&ma. 38, 39i ¥^n., 82, 4^9 
Ramacindra Bhatta, 401 
Ramadeiika, 102 m. 

Ramaknpa* ao4 

Rama MUra, 95*97.98, 1 14. 125. *81 •••. 

395 «• 

Rama-mi^ra-deiika, 114 
Ramanatha Yogi, 133 
Rdma-rahasya Uparufod, 13 
Rama Subrahmanya8a4trf, 132 
Rdmatdpira Upanifod, 13 
Ramatirtha, 106, 107, 19? «• 

Ramanuja, 1 3. 24. 84. 66, 67, 80, 85, 

86, 8811., 89. 94. 99. loi* 

104, X05, 106, 107, 108, 109, no, 
111, H2, 113. 1*5 "•* 1*6, ii7* 

119, 1*3. 1*5. 130. 132, 133. 134* 

137. 138. 139. 155. 156, 157. 159. 

161, 165, 168, 171, 172, 173. 1761 

177. 179. 180, 181, 182, 185#!., 
186 187. 192. 193, 194. 195. 190. 

198, 200, 201, 203, 204, 206, 210, 

214, 218, 219. 220, 225, 226, 227, 

229 233, 237. 239. 240. 251. 261, 

264, *74. 277. 281, 285, 295. 29J. 
297. 298, 305. 313. 315. 317. 321 . 348. 
352, 354. 379. 380, 3^1,385.386,387. 
388, 395. 396, 399. 40<?. 404, 429, 430. 
45 1 . 472, 496, 497 ’. ovidyd of Sankara 
refuted, 17S ‘ criticism of San- 

kara’s ontological views, 196 ; nis con- 
ception of individual volitions, 298-9 ; 
his controversy with Sankara on the 
nature of reality, 165 et seq . ; his criti- 
cism of mdyd, 197 ; his criticism of 
Praka4atman, i97J his criticism ot 
theistic proofs, iSgetseq. ; hishfc, lOO 
et seq. ; his ontological views. 195 
seq.; his principal disciples, 109 et 
seq.; his refutation of Sankaras 
theory of illusion, i79; his x«f- 
kdrya-vOda, 199-200; his theory ot 
illusion, 179 et seq.; his view cnti- 
cized from the Nimbarka point of 
view. 429 et seq. ; his view of God, 
15s et seq. ; his view of God in rela- 
tion to self, 159 et seq.; his view that 
aU knowledge is real. i79 et seq.; his 
view of perception contrasted with 
that of Meghanftdari, 2x8; his views 


of prammfa coni™wj« ----- -- 
iahkara and Nykya, 204; his 
relation of cause and effect, 198-91 
his views contrasted wiA those of 
Bhaskara, 192 et seq.; literature ot 
the school, 114; 226, 229; 

philosophy, 346; principal cpiso^ 
of his life, 113; theory, 346; view, 
270; view of self-validity of know- 
ledge, 247 et seq. 

Rdmdnuja, Life of, 97 «•. "• 

Ramanuja school, 202, 209, 281, 317* 
318. 340, 346, 352, 364; refuution 
by the Sankarites, 113 
RSmdnuja-hhdtya, 157, 180. 298. 3»o«* 

Rdmdnuja-carita-culuka, 117. *20 

Ramanujadasa, 98, iio, 117. 123, 125, 
305, 361; his works. 125, 126 
Ramanujadasa (Mahacary^. his re- 
futation of ajridna being Bhavanipa, 
361 et seq. 

Ramanujadasabhik^u, 132 
Ramanujaguru, 138 
Rdmdnuja^fnurandddi, ton., 137 

Rdmdnuja^nava-ratna^tndlikd, 133 
Rdmdnuja-siddhdnta-samgraha, 1 29, 

204 If., 224 If., 226, 227. 297 

Rdmdnuja-siddhdnta-iara, 117. 120 

Ramanujacarya, in, ii7. *3i..t83. 
250, 251, 354. 355. 356. 358; his re- 
futation of the objections against 
self-validity, 250 n., 251 
Ramanujacarya II, 352. 361 
Ramanujarya, 137 

Rdmdnujdrya-divya-chantm, 103, 104, 

105 . 

Ramanujists, 86, 239, 265, 291, 301. 

32a, 325. 327. 388, 435 
Ramayaoa, 82. 379. 396 53 ®, re- 
ference to heretics in, 530 
Ramayana, 529 

Rdmottarottara-tdpint Upamfod, 13 

Wu,’ Mr T. A. Gopl-natha, 65. 66, 68, 
96, 103, 104; Lectures, 103 

Ravapa, 82 « o 

Real, 4, 166, 179. 181. 182. 183. 193. 
194, 195. 196. 208, 3®6, 3®9. 313* 

314. 315. 316, 325. 33®. 332, 333* 

337. 338, 339. 343. 353. 364. 373. 

388, 417. 419. 423. 435. 437. 44.1. 

454. 457. 486, 495 ; 4* * ; basis. 

182, 210; fact, 365; knower. 411; 
knowledge, 237, 3715 nature, 337; 
object. 181, 24®; silver, 244; world. 

Realism, 184, 210 
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Reality, lo, i6, ay, a8, 34, 4a, 60, 173, 

«79i >94i 198. *01, aio, an, 300, 

3«o. 3»3. 3M. 3*5. 3*6. 33*. 3*6, 

4*7. 435. 445. 449. 454. 455. 45*, 

457. 458. 460, 46s, 47*. 476. 48a, 

483. 487. 5*5 «•. 5*6. 5*9. 550: •• 
qualified or unqualified — Sankara 
and RfanSnuja's controversy on, 
115 et stq. 

Realization, 70, 106,295, 304, 306, 308, 
310,311,339,382,383,414,415,437, 
441, 442, 443. 464. 485. 492. 502 
Reason, 53, 178, 189, 212, 231 n., 264, 
326, 427. 438, 533. 534. 535 
Reasoning, 255, 437; in a circle, 409 
Rebirths, 7, 28, 51, 299, 329, 370, 382, 

407. 441. 483, 517. 525. 548, 550 

Receptacle, 333 
Reception, 359 
Receptive, 48 
Recluse, 520, 521 

Recognition, 128, 142, 143, 221, 269, 
437 

Recollection, 79, 290 
Red goddess, 37 

Reference, 30, 344, 351. 447, 454, 489. 
5*9. 523 

Reflections, 29, 31, 147, 211, 411, 421, 
422, 440. 448. 453. 460, 464. 467. 
485. 490, 528 

Refutation of the Buddhist view of 
soul, 142 

Refutation of the iSankara view of 
soul, 142 et seq. 

Refutations, 133, 177 252, 305, 422, 

424 

Regression, 330 
Relata, 218, 315, 424 
Relation, 50, 53. 54, 193, 206, 218, 299. 
301. 3*4. 315. 3*6, 335, 416, 423. 
424, 426, 444, 448, 451, 455, 456, 
459. 460, 462. 471, 500, 539. 542; of 
contact, 129; of inherence, 55 
Relationless, 11 
Relative existence, 198 
Relative pluralism, 302 
Relative positions, 349 
Relatively rea^, 197 
Relativistic, 2 10 
Release, 514 

Religion. 81, 86, 303, 47*. 53*. 533 
Religious, I20, 501, 549; duties, 91; 
faith, 86; festivities, 23; inarks, 19; 
performances, 38; practices, 19; 
stages, 2; value, 305 
Reminiscence, 79, 105 
Remoteness, 316 


Representation, 180, 480 
Repression, 62 
Reproduction, 245 
Researches, 64 
Resolve, 54 
Respiration, 59 
Responsibility, 472 
Restraint, 550 
Resultant, 37 
Results, 294, 442 
Retention, 60 

Revelation, 171, 215, 250 n., 270, 307, 
309. 323. 326. 347, 411. 412, 449; of 
knowledge, 169 
Reverence, 404 
Reward, 51, 415 

Rhetorical school, 82 ; their analysis of 
art communication as influenced in 
the Gaufjilya Vai^pavas, 82 
Rhys Davids, 512, 513, 5*4 515’1- 

Rice, Mr, 104 n. 

Right actions, 327 
Right apprehension, 183 
Right conditions, 246 
Right feelings, 327 

Right knowledge, 5, 203, 204, 245, 309, 
326, 327. 4**. 423 
Rites, 16, 19, 39 n., 103 
Ritual, 2, 18, 19, 22, 23, 70; cere* 
monies, 17 

Ritualistic, 8, 16, 24, 120, 132; dif- 
ferences, 381 ; worship, 22, 23 
Rival sects, 120 
Rohipl, 229, 279 
Root, 34, 46, 59 
Root-q;VidPia, 369 
Root-cause, 187, 244 
Root-elements, 45 
Root-ignorance, 369 
Root-impressions, 43, 44, 54, 258, 281, 
287, 308, 37a 

Root-instincu, 29, 30, 33, 34, 5*. 469 
Rudra, 16, 475, 507 
Rules, 128 
Russel, 539 ». 

RQpa, 40 fi., 49 If.. 5*0. 5** 

RQpa Gosvftml, 82 
rspa-mdtra, 510 

rupa-’tan-mdtra, 163, 260, 261, 499 
^-veda, 12 
fju~vivara^, 106 
^i NSrftyapa, 482 
fyi^rdtra, 23 
21 

sabhe hhutd^ 524 
mMs 524 
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sabbe sattd, 524 

Sae^caritra-rakfd, 122 

Sacrifice, *3, 29, 55, 293. 350. 3*4. 

5*9i 5*Oi 530; of Narayana, in 
Snta-patha, X2 
Sad^arthasmfikfepaf 128 n. 
sad-a$ad-amrvacafdydt 165 
sad~asad~dtmaka, 497 
sad^asadrupa, 456 
sad^asad-vilakfa^t 177 
sad^asad-vyatirehah, 239 n. 
Sadd-€drabodhaf 133 
Sadda’-Tdti, 513 

Sad-vidyd-vijaya, 126, 361, 365 
366 n.. 370 fi., 37a n, 
fad-dariana-samuccayat 516 n., 533 
Sages, 13, 21, 25, 45, 220, 474, 483 
Sahasra-glti, 102 n., 104, 10991., 134 
Sakasra-gUi-hhdfya, 1 1 3 n. 
Sahasra-glti-vydkhyd, 110 
Sahasra-kirard, 123 
sahetuka, 85 
sahopalambha^ 146 
Saint, 13, 40, 71, 189 
Sainthood, 414, 441 
Saintliness, 448 
sajdtiya’-gunavattvatHj 257 
sakala, 30, 31 
sal~lakfa^, 10 
mlldpa, 513 
salldpa-kathd, 5x3 

Salvation, 24, 32, 44, 55, 56» 78. 89, 
129, 292, 307, 42X, 432, 444. 463. 
473 

Samara-pungavdcdrya, 1 27 n, 
samavdya^ 219, 22i, 256, 301, 455, 
456; relation, 256 
samavdya^samavdyi-hhinnam^ 388 
samavdyif 456 
samddhif 22, 29i 33. 60, 61 
sarndnOt 59, 60 

samdna^dhatma, 211* 212, 213 
samdrddhana, xo 
Samdsa^vdda, 133 
sambandha-jndmtvam, 87 n. 
sambhava^ 426, 428 
Sameness, 142; of quali^, 161 
sampraddya, 400 
Sampraddya-parisuddhi, 123 
samuccayaf 8 
sarpghdta^ 252, 262 
Satfiglta-mdld, X28 n. 

Scmgraha^ 119 
SatfUiitds, 2X, 24, 39 
samkalpa, 34, 36, 45, X9X, 504 
iamkalpa^sVaryodaya, 120, X2i, X22 
saffikalpamayt mUrti, 42 
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Saiii]car.aoa, 13, ar, 33 , 34, 37, 39. 5*. 

56, 57. «S7. 158, 443 475 

Samkfepa-idrfraka, xo6, 107, X97 *1. 
samsarga, 1S7 
samsarga^vydpdra, X85 
samsdra, 43 477 

Sanisdra-sdmrdjyaMy 135 n. 
samskdra, 8, 63 w., 98, 209, 223, 372, 

423 

tarjisthdna^ 356 
samiaya-dvaya-samdhdrat 24 3 
Samvat ixx2, 399 
Sanwat 1806, 399 
samvin-ndndtva^samarthana^ 133 
saniint, 168, 170, 503, 504, 510 
satjtvrtd-tman, 501 
samyoga, 225 
sarnyuktasrayOt 225 
Samyutta, 524 
Sana, 21 

Sanaka, 21, 40 n.> 400, 482 
Sanandana, 21, 482 
Sanatkumflra, 21, 482, 502 
Sanatsujati, 21 
SanSltana, 21 
Sandal, 22 x; paste, 7 
Sandhyd^vandana-bhdfyat xi8, 130 
San^mdrgO'-dlpaf 395 91., 398 n. 
san-mdtrat zoo 
san-mdtra^grdhl, 167 
sannydsin, 102, 137 

Sanskrit, x ?r., Q, 64, X07, 123, 125, X34, 
>35. 137. 138; literature, 3 9f.; texts, 
13* 

Sanskrit Manuscripts, 401 n. 

Sanskritic, 383 9t. 
santofa, 6x, 62 91. 

Sangati-malS, 119, 234, 383 n. 
Sangati-sdra, 133 
sanketa, 544 

saAkucita-svarUpam, 172* 
saHcita, 443 

saff^kocavikdidrham, 172 
sa~pakfa, 230, 23 x 
saprakdiatva, 358 
Sapta-gdthd, 138 
Saptati-ratna-mdlikd, X33 
Sarasvatl, 52, 57, 59, 399 
sorga, 502 

sarga-pratisarga, 406 
Saroyogin, 63 
sarvabhrt, 61 

Sorva-dariana-samgraha, 120, 400, 

5*5. 5*6, 53a. 533. 534 
Sarva-dcariana^Hromatfi, xx8, X3a 
sarva^dharma-vahifkrta, 20 
sarva-ga, 61 
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Sarvajft&tma muni, 106, 107, 197 
sarva-svabkdva^viraha, 271 
sarva-^ttva, 231 
sarvd-ntara, 483 

Sarvdrtha-siddhi, 122, 128 if., 209^ 
251 II., 252 n., 255 II., 256 If., 257 Ho 
264 n., 265 It., 266 n., 267 II., 268 II., 
269 H., 270 H., 272 274 H., 276 If., 

277 H., 278 H., 279 H., 281 If., 282 H., 
283 II., 286 n., 288 H., 289 II., 290 n., 

291 29a 293 «•. 294 «•. 295 

29611., 302*1., 346, 352, 353 «•. 
354 355 «• 

154, 444, 457 
satattttn kurvato jagatt 36 
Satisfaction, 92 

sat-kdrya^vdda, 43, 200, 265, 267; 
other views contrasted with those of 
Rftmftnuja, 200 
sat-kdrya-vddint 200 
sat^khydti, 128, 183, 184, 410 
sattd, 243 
sattdkhya, 29 
sattdkhya-jndna, 29 
sattha, 513, 514 

$attva, 25, 30, 42, 43. 45. 4^. 47. 4®. 
57, ia8, 129. 156. 163. 259. 446, 
447. 470, 471. 473. 475. 479. 480, 
481, 4B2, 488, 491. 504. 505. 507; 
part, 473 ; quality, 454; body, 472, 
481 

tattva-gu^a, 45, 448 
sattvamaya, 448, 451 
sattva^stuff, 472 
sativo^pddhi, 481 
sattvd, 358, 513 
Satya, 27, 29, 61, 351 
satyam, 503 

satyaifi jndnam anantam hrahma, 
i6s 

Saugandhakulya, 97 
Saumya Jftmfttr muni, 24, 110, iii, 
115, 120, 131 n., 132, 134. 135^137. 
138, 374» 380, 381 ; his conception of 
Lak9ml, 375 ; his conception of 
prapatti, bhakti and prema, 377; his 
doctrine of prapatti, 376 €t teq, 
Saura^kd^f^o, 22 

Sauri^rdja-cara^ra^vituia^saraifdgaH^ 
sdra, 132 

smuddriya, zqj* 355 
sa^vigraha, 31 

iovikalpat 217, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224* 
311, 544; knowledge, 2x9 
ta-vihMlpa^praiyakfa, 166 
Saviour, 86 h. 
tddhana, 62 


sddhand, 487 

sddhya, 62, 228, 230, 231, 4*7, 535. 
536, 537. 538 

tddffya^ 355, 427; Vftdihaipsa’s con- 
ception of it as sa$iuthdna, 356; 
Venkata’s conception of it, 355 
sdkfdd-^avatdra, 38, 39 
sdUifdtkdra, 62, ^5 
sdkfdtkdn^pramdt 216 
sdkfdt-iaktit 41. 42 H., 57 
sdkfdttva, 217 

rJ^-consciousness, 325, 326, 337, 

363. 387 
sdkfin, 325, 326 
sdkfi, 144, 173, 483 
sdlokya, 443 If. 
sdlokya^mukHt 50 
sdmagrlt 204, 220 
sdmdnya-gocaram, 534 
sdmlpya, 443 h. 
sdmpra ddyika, 181 it. 

SdmMiya, 18, 23, 30, 43, 52. 62, 144, 
148. 156, 200, 256, 258, 259, 261, 

265, 266, 296, 440, 445. 449. 459. 

461, 462. 464. 47X. 472, 473, 478, 

479, 480, 481, 482. 485. 498, 498, 

512, 521, 527; categories, 25; doc- 
trine, 479, 480; inference, 256; in 
relation to Vedanta according to 
Vijfttoa Bhik^u, 471 et seq.; mode, 
157; philosophy, 501 11.; theory, 
265; theory of sat-kdrya-vdda, re- 
futation by Venkata, 365 et seq.; 
view, 281 n. 

Sdqikhya-kdfikd, 448, 501 11. 
Sftipkhya-Pfttaftjala, 45 
Sdsftkhya-praviUana-bhdfya, 482 
SdqMya^sdra, 482 
Sdifikhya-satra, 448, 473 
Sftipkhya-yoga, 466, 539; Vijftflna 
Bhik^u’s criticism of, 479 et seq. 
Sftipkhyist, 46, 147, 163, 256, 257, 259. 
261, 265, 266, 343, 388, 482, 478, 

527 

Sdra-darpaqa, X15, 384, 389 m*. 392 
Sdra^dlpat 124 
Sdra-nifkisrfa^fippasa, 127 
Sdra-saifigraha, 124, 135 n. 

Sdra^sdra, 124 
Sdrattha^pakdiifd, 514, 51511. 
Sdrd-rtha-catuffaya, 352 
Sdrd-rtha^saipgrtdia, non. 
sdrQpya, 442 n. 
sditvika, 31, 163, 498 
sdiWika ahatfUsdra, 259, 504 
Sdtivika purdqas, 20 
sdtvata, 12, 15, 17. X9. 22 
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Sdtvata-tofiUtttd, 12 n,, ai, 40 it., 4a n„ 
57 

sdivata^idsana, 6a 
Sawika-idstra^ 21 
Sftvatthi, saa 
sdyi^ya, 161, 443 n. 
sdyufya^muktit 474 
Scepticism, a44, sao 
Sceptics, sao 
Scholars, 86, 104 
Scholarship, 94 

Scholastic, 133, 373; criticism, 364 
School, 1 1 1 ; of logic, 1 la 
Schrader, 37, 38, 4011., 41, 4^ w-, 

50 

Science, 34, 51a, 514, 516, 518 
Scientific, 181 
Scope, 3a8, 4aa 

Scriptural, 33, 180, aa3; criticism, 
388; duties, 61, 89, 90, 91, 92, 100, 
a93» 307; injunctions, 303; interpre- 
tation, 3a6; knowledge, 307, 326; 
testimony, 136, an, ai4, 296, 306, 
3*6, 327. 35a. 406, 4*6, 468 ; texts, 5, 
15, 16, 17, i8i, 19a, 199, ao8, a8o, 

302, 329, 338. 340. 383. 385. 387, 

388. 39a. 396, 397» 407, 4*6, 4*9. 

431. 438, 448, 458, 465. 468, 486, 

490. 598. $ 17 ; view, 549 

Scriptures, 4, 7, 8, 9, as, 50, 52, 54. 

146, 166, 168, 174, 189, 203, ai6, 

256, 259, a8i, 289, 294. *96, 30*. 

303. 396. 3*9, 3*6, 349, 359, 361, 

371, 380 II., 496, 497, 4*8, 437. 44*. 
45*. 465. 47*. 494. 539 

Sea, 6, 487 

Secondary, 38, 41 ; sense, 396 
Sectarian, 305 ; authors, 18; difference, 
381 ; quarrels, 120 
Section, 305 
Sect of Brahmins, 2 
Sects, 51a II. 

Seed, 184, 330, 429, 509 
Self, 12, 26, 129, 140, 143. *46, 148, 
149, 150, 1 5 1, 17*. *98, 287, 288, 

289, *90, 292, 306, 308, 3*5. 3*3. 

3*4. 3*7. 330, 345. 346, 361, 365. 

369, 408, 409, 411, 4**> 4*6, 4*8, 

439. 44*. 44a. 443. 444, 445. 453. 

459, 463. 464. 469. 470, 483. 485. 

486, 487, 494, 495. 509. 5*3 «•. 5*8, 
5*9. 547, 548, 549; how Its know- 
ledge rises according to Ramanuja, 
159; in relation to God according to 
Ramanuja, 159 et seq,\ Nimbarka^s 
conception of, 41 1 et seq ^ ; Venkata’s 
view of self in relation to God, 16 1 


et s€q,\ according to Yamuna, its 
nature, 140 et seq * ; and the problem 
of consciousness, 149 et seq , ; refuta- 
tion of Kumarila's view, 148 ; refuta- 
tion of the Saipkhya view, 147 
Self-abnegation, 55, 60, 62, 414 
Self-apperception, 93 
Self-conscious, 27, 41a; entities, 

*59 

Self-consciousness, 9, 140, 146, 151, 
*54, *55. 173. *16, 274. 3*5. 3*4, 
369. 466, 546. 547 
Self-contradiction, 90, 239, 269 
Self-contradictory, 193, 20a, 230, 231, 
*39. *56, 266, 27*. 334. 34*. 398, 
469. 486, 5X2 
Self-control, 22, 33, 160 
Self-criticism, 32 
Self-dependent, 36 
Self-destruction, 324 
Self-discriminative, 382 
Self-dynamism, 433 
Self-ejected idea, 244 
Self-evident, 315 
Self-existent, 297 
Self-fulfilment, 382 
Self-identification, 475 
Self-identity, 269 
Self-illuminating, 35, 358 
Self-illumination, 176, 358 
Self-introspection, 14 1 
Self-invalidity, 249 

Self-knowledge, 290, 383, 384, 466, 
467, 468, 487 
Self-love, 443, 470 

Self-luminosity, 317, 325, 345, 358, 
359, 367. 407. 438, 468; its treat- 
ment by Vijfiana Bhik^u, 468 
et seq. 

Self-luminous, 61, 17 1, 176, 178, 243, 
*90, 3*0. 3*5, 3*6, 3*9. 3*5, 34®. 
347, 360, 361, 370, 407, 408, 438, 
439, 466, 468 
Self-luminousness, 439 
Self-manifestation, 214, 248 
Self-manifesting, 142, 149, 150 
Self-mastery, 520 
Self-offering, 60, 62 
Self-perceiving. 413 
Self-realized, 24 

Self-realization, 28, 29, 302, 382, 383, 
487 

Self-revealed, 315 

Self-revealing, 160, 166. x68, 171, 230, 
240, 249, 306, 315. 358 
Self-revelation, 170, 306, 318 
Self-shming, 332 
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Self-lufficiency, 35 
Self-surrender, 86, 87, 89, 112, 120, 
136, 379 

Self-surrendering, 78; association, 91 
Self-valid, 9, 247. 250, 348. 357 
Self-validity, 240, 249, 25011., 251, 
289, 347, 348. 356. 357, 428 ; of cog- 
nition, 240; of knowledge, Bhaua 
and Prabhlkara view', 249 
Selves, 44, 345. 346, 41 1. 451, 465, 
476, 477; as inseparable from God, 
298-300 

Semi-conscious, 83 
Senai Nathan, 67 n. 

Seninitha, 117 
Sen^, 66 

Seniors, 185 n., 186 n. 

Sensations, 253, 386 
Sfwe, 7. 8. 9, *7. 30. 32. 33, 43. 47. 
48, 49, 80, 181, 182, 189, 196, 280, 
a8i H., 289, 300. 306, 3”. 317. 32s. 
414, 427, 435, 462, 466, 502, 505, 
540, 543, 545. 547 
Sense-appearances, 290 
Sense-character, 254, 284, 285 
Sense-cognitions, 289, 547 
Sense-consciousness, 450 
Sense-contact, 189, 203, 204, 206, 270, 
280, 311 

Sense-data, 251. 291, 544 
Sense-faculty, 280, 463 
Sense-function, 281, 539 
Sense-gratifications, 531 
Sense-impressions, 223 
Sense-inclinations, 22 
Sense-knowledge, 206, 217, 544 
Sense-objects, 32, 152, 411, 449, 546, 
550 

Sense-organ, 8, 9, 13, 28, 172, 179, 
184, 185 fi., 189, 204, 205, 206, 222, 
S23, 270, 280, 290, 295, 347. 41 1. 
533. 534. 540. 543. 544. 546 
Sense-perception, 31, 151, 217, 223, 

503 

Sense-pleasures, 550 

Sense-qualities, 251, 252, 253 

Sense of possession, 71 

Sensible, 288, 290; qualities, 27, 31 

Sensory, 467 

Sensual joys, 550 

Sensuous, 32s 

Sentient, 54 

Separate i^iUbuu, 369 

Separate wholes, 263, 264 

Separateness, 264. 

Separation, 71, 72, 327 
Sequence, 184, 273 


Series. 310, 353. 540, 543. 544, 545. 
546. 547 

Servants, 83, 84, 87; of God, 89 
Service, 54, 88 

Servitude, 136, 161, 377; of God, 
89 

Seivara-namdmsd, 18 e, 124 
Sevadeva, 402 
Sex-emotions, 549 
Sex-indulgence, 549 
Shapes, 5 

Shining, 336; character, 232, 243, 244; 

entity, 242 
Shop, 181 
siddka-prema, 378 
siddha-vastu-virodhlt 354 n. 
Siddh&nta-cintSmam, 115, 116, 388, 
389 390 a., 39* 39* 

Siddkdnta-jahnavf, 404 
Siddhdnta-nirt^a, 122 
SuUhdnta-ratna, 403 
SiddhiSnta-ratndvait, 12, 18, 132 
Siddhdnta-sarfigraha, 130, 203 n. 
Siddhdftta-setukd, 404 
Siddhdnta-siddhdnjanat 133 
SiddhAnta-iiromani, 3 
Stddhdnta^sravana^ 6 t 
Siddhdmta-^aijayantf^ 18 
Siddhi-traya, 98, 105, 108, 109, 12811., 
154, *55. 229 w. 
Siddhy^updya^tudarianay 127 
Significance, 53, 293, 297 
Silver, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 

185, 186, 187, 188, 241, 242, 244, 

*45. 310, 336, 337. 346, 408; ele- 

ments, 241 ; image, 245 
Similar, 298 

Similarity, 142, 179, 182, 183, 234, 
297. 298, 35*. 355. 423, 426, 427. 428 
Simplicity, 180, 186 a. 

Simultaneity, 142, 254 
Simultaneous, 276; perception, 281 
nipAa, 60 

Sin, 34, 295. 303. 3««. 44*. 446, 505. 

524. 5*6. 5*8, 550 
Sincerity, 158 
Sinful, 294, 304, 549 
Sinner, 99 

Sirup-puUur-udaya-Pillai, 97 n. 
Situation, 33a, 434. 455 
Six qualities, 37 
Sttd-upamfod, 41, 42 a., 57 
tkandat 402 

Skanda-pwrdffa^ 19 a., 507 a. 

Skill, 194 
Sky, 128. 447 
Sleep, 169. 240, 257 
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smaraf^t 505 
smaranam, 178 n. 

Smell, 251 

Smell-potential, 163, 510 
Smoke, 21 1, 226 n., 534, 536, 538 
smrii, 14. IS. 16, 20. 57. 125. 471. 503, 
504. 510. 517. 549; literature, 19 
Smeha-purii, 395 n. 

Social, 472. 549 
Sophistry. 514. 515, 516, 517 
Sophists, 518 

Sorrow, 52. 441, 443 «•, 444. 445. 4^3. 

464, 470, 486, 491. 506, 508 
Sorrowful, 46 
Sottanambi, 109 n. 

Souls. 6. 7, 10. 35. 57. 59, 60. 61. 62, 
80, 83, 125, 139, 140, 147. 151. I 54 r 
155. 157. 177 189. 194. 200. 286, 

291. 295, 298, 299. 300, 301, 302, 

381, 385. 393. 395. 412. 413. 42a. 

430. 431. 434. 435. 441. 443. 444. 

451. 453, 457. 458. 483. 485. 489. 

503, 517, 519. 52s, 526. 527. 530, 

531. 539. 543. 546. 547. 549. 55® 
Sound. 5. 33. 48, 58. 167 
Sound-potential, 504. 510 
Source. 292. 295. 303. 348, 494, 521, 
530; of knowledge. 185 r., 465 
South. 18 

South India. 19. 80. 138, 523 
South Indian. 81 r. 

Southern India. 63 
Space. 6. 27, 34. 48, 82. 163. 195. 199, 
228. 252. 264, 273. 277, 282. 301, 
521 ; relations, 284 
Spaceless. 72 
Sparks, 6 

iporio. 49’I-. 261, 510. 511 
jporfo-ton-Ridtro, 163, 260. 261, 499, 
510 

Spatial, 313. 324, 343, 353; character, 
353; contiguity, 316; difference, 
245 ; qualification, 238 ; quality, 245 ; 
units. 264 

Spatial- temporal, 489 
Spatio-temporal, 226 
Special, 43, 208; powers, 38; quality, 
393 

Species, 173 
Specific cause, 279 
Specific characters, 46 r. 

Specific effect, 279 
Specific modes, 3^ 

Specific nature, 356 
Specific qualities, 263 
Spectator, 82 
Speculations, 496 


Speech, 3, 4, 34, 48. 53, 168 
sphopa, X07 R.. X08 R. 

Spider, 59. 41^ 

Spirit. 32, 55. 298, 299. 302, 350. 406, 
460, 472, 492; part, 301, 302; of 
service, 70 

Spiritual, 10, 28, 35, 41, 44, 47. 48, 60, 
373. 385. 386; emancipation, 378; 
energy, 51; entities, 36; fact, 377; 
form. 37, 38; love, 81 ; nature, 4^; 
transformation, 10; zeal, 72 
Spirituality, 472 
Spontaneity, 56, 85, 442 
Spontaneous, 27, 34. 35, 36, 85, 214, 
215. 292. 45a; agency, 37; grace, 88; 
production, 277 
Sportive, 444 
Srfti-khan^a, 532 
Staffs, 532 

Stage, 44, 46 R., 47, 48, 50, 56, 58, 60, 
79, 292. 311, 422, 458, 486, 491, 503, 
541, 544; of life, II, 416; of love, 
82 

Stars, 515 R. 

State, 35, 41, 50. 52, 56, 290,.295, 339. 
344, 414, 438. 439. 441. 443. 444, 
445, 446, 457, 458, 469. 471. 476, 
486, 488, 494. 495. 503. 545, 54^ 
Static, 29, 446, 492 ; entities, 36 
Statical, 46 
Status, 437 

Stick, I R.. 2, 34a, 549 
Stone, 41 

Stotra-ratnam, 98, 99, loi 
Stotra-ratndkara, 123 
Stotra-trayl, 403 
Strength, 35, 404 
Structural Brahman, 434 
Structural cause, 47 
Structure, 500 
Study of the Vedas, 29 
Sub-commentary, 137, 138 
Sub-conscious image, 237; impres- 
sions, 228, 268 

Sub-consciousness, 8, 222, 227, 258, 
270. 281. 437 
Subh&pita-nVui, 12 x 

Subject, 178, 193, 194, 204, a8o, 283, 
297 368 

Subjective, X70, 179, 238, 268, 

490 

Subjectivity, 325 
Submission, 54 
Subadhinl^ 116, 132 
Subserviency, 299 
Subsidiary, 27, 39. 58, 90 
Subsistence, 256 
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Substance, lo, 34, 35, 80, 139, 147, 
183, i93> I95> 199. 308. 309, 311, 

313, 333, 334. 345, 351, 353, 353, 

354, 356, 358, 388, 399> 303. 334. 

343. 344. 361, 435. 430. 431. 455. 

463. 464, 493. 500 
Substantiality, 431 
Substantive, 385 
Substitution, a 10 

Substratum, 142, 188, 238, 408, 456, 
475. 484 

Subtle, 35, 42. 45. 58. 61, 298. 415, 
445. 475. 504; aspects, 194; body, 
24; cause, 476; constituents, 299; 
essence, 80; form, 29, 301; matter, 
414; stote, 396, 397 
Succession, 142. 207, 310, 353 
Sudariana, 34, 35, 4*. 5*. 53. 57. 126, 
130, 132. 401. 44811. 

Sudaniana Bhatta, 1 1 1 
Sudar^anaguru, 126, 130 
Stidariana-satfihitdt 23 
Sudarsana-sura-druma, 133 
Sudarsana SOri, 10911., "4. 1X5» 

118, 120, 130, 13s, 177 

181 n., 182, 186 n.; his refutation of 
ajHdna, 177 n.; his works, 130 
Sudariana iakti, 50 
Sudar4an9carya, 118, 126, 298; his 
view of relation of souls to God, 297 
Sufferings 52, 291. 292, 303. 304. 4*2, 

464, 521. 524 
Suflix, 166, 233 
Suggestion, 343, 344 
sukha, 463, 464, 485 
SumaUgala-vildsinl, 513 n., 520, 521 n., 

522 n., 524 n. 

Sumerian, 531; civilization, 529 
summum bonum, 1 36, 379, 420 
Sun, 6, 42, 59, 153, 228, 295, 349, 447 
Sundara Bhatfa, 404 
Sundarade^ika, iiz 
Sundararftja-defika, 117, 130 
Super-consciousness, 450, 490 
Superintendence, 31, 152. 189 
Superintendent, 56, 58, 104 
Superintending, 38 
Superior, S3> 64! devotees, 380 
Superiority, 53 
Supplementary', 123 
Support, 34, 56, 300, 330, 333. 334. 
338. 350. 422, 477 

Supposition, 322, 330, 332, 406, 408, 
410, 423, 439 
Supra-sensible, 550 
Supreme, 28, 33, 42, 49, 54. 55. 4755 
bliss, 136; cause, 191; energy., 45; 


excellence, 136; intoxication, 83; 
person, 189, 190, 191; power, 36, 
52; resignation, 86 
sura, 540 

susadria^satfisthana, 355 
susadfiatvam, 224 
Sustained, 455 
Sustainer, 455 

sutikfita cdrzaka, 516, 540, 547 

sufumna, 59, 415 

sufunrnd 58 

susupti, 144, 178 

Suta, 482 

Sutakhya, 138 

sOkfma, 61, 281 

sQhfma^kdla-gund-vasthd, 42 

Suta^samhitd, 19 

satra, I, 108 n., 109, ti6, 125, 140, 
*95. *96, 472. 480, 516, 518, 523 n., 
532. 539; of Jaimini, 124 
Satra-krtdnga, 524, 527, 528 
Sutra-krtdnga-sutra, 521, 523, 524, 525, 
526, 527; heretics referred to, in, 
526 

svabhdva, 46 
SvabhQ, 402 

Sva-dharmd-dkva-bodha, 400 a., 401 
svajanyatvam, 372 
svalakfaiyi, 255, 271 
sva-Mayd, 511 

sva-murtdv api svayam eva hetuh, 240 

sva-prakdsa, 230 

svaprdkdsatva, 468 

svarupa, 217 a., 347 

svarQpa-dhl, 217 

svarupa-sadrsya, 224 

Svarup9c9rya, 401 

svarupdveia, 38 

svastika, 30, 60 

svatah-pramdna, 9; upheld by the 
Ramanuja school, 247 et seq. 
svatah-prdmdfjiya, 240, 347, 348, 356, 
428 

svatah-pramdnya-vdda, 346; Meghan- 
adari’s view, 346 
svatastva, 428 
sva^vildsa, 40 a. 
svavildsa-avatdra, 40 a. 
svayambhU, 504 
Svayambhuva, 21 
svayofn-prakdia, 167 
tvayarp^mpa, 40 a. 
svayafft-siddha, 214 a. 
svabhavikOf 434 

svdbhdvika bhedd-bheda-vOda, 406 
stiOdhyaya, 62 a. 
svdlakfavya, 255 
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svOmi-krpdf 85 
svdna, 86 
tvdtgUa, 40 fi. 
svdtfiia-avatdra, 40 n. 
svdr£uika~bddhd^dffter ananyathd-sid- 
dheica, 251 
svdrthd-numdna, 427 
svdtantrya, 506 
svdtantrya-'mUla icchdtmd^ 45 
Sweetness, 226 
Swoon, 169, 240 

syddvdda-ratndkdra, 536 n., 537 n. 
Syllogism, 321 
Symbol, 53, 326 
Sympathy, 73, 120 
Synonymous, 277 
Synthesis, 187 

Synthetic, 31, 47, 185, 501; associa- 
tion, 187 

System, 3a, 19a. 297, 304. 347. 4aa, 
451, 471. 48a, 495. 5*6 sa4«-. 

527; of philosophy, 533 
Systematic doctrine, 68 
Sahara, 124 
Sahara Bhdfya, 349 
Sahara Svftmin, 107 
iabda, 31, 49 n., 1291 233, 260 rt., 426, 
5»o, 511 

Sabda-hrahmartt 58 
iabda-mdtra^ 510 
iabda-pramana, 233 
iabda-tan^tnatra, 48, 163,259, 260, 261, 
499. 504 
Saila-rahge^a, 94 
Saila-rangesa-guru, 98 n. 

Saila Srinivasa, 384, 385, 386, 388; his 
conception of causality, 385 et seq.; 
his criticism of Uma-Mahesvara, 
396 et seq.'t his refutation of Sah- 
karite attacks on Ramanuja doc- 
trine, 385 et seq.] his refutation of 
the objections to Ramanuja’s doc- 
trine by various opponents, 392 et 
seq. 

Saiva, 3 18, 19, 105, 1 13, 155. 304. 

525; hymns, 84; king, 104 
Saivism, i8, 64, 8 t n., 102 w., 399; its 
love of God distinguished from 
Arvars. 84; Manikka-vachakar’s love 
of God, 84; of South India, 84 
iakti^ 35, 36, 37, 38, 41, 43. 44. 45* S^. 
52, 53. 56, 57. 155. 156, 197. 354. 
507, 508, 509 
Saktyatman, 40 n. 
iakiy-dvesQt 38 
Saliksnatha, 185 n. 
iauca^ 61, 62 n. 


Sai'ikan, i, a, 3, 7, 8, 65, 105, 107, 108, 
III, iia, ia4, las, 130, 165, 166, 

«73. *74. «9S. 196, 198, aoo, 204, 

304. 30s. 396, 307. 308. 399. 3*7. 

320, 3a». 350. 38*. 395. 4*7. 456. 

47*. 47a. 476, 480, 484. 486, 487, 

494, 496, 548 ; a crypto-Buddhist, i ; 
his avidyd refuted, 175 ef seq.; his 
controversy with Ramanuja on the 
nature of reality, 165 et seq.; his in- 
terpretation of causality, 3 ; his 
theory of illusion refuted, 179; 
literature, 405; philosophy 198, 
316; school, 123, 142, 304, 312; 
system, 422; Theory, 422; view, 
396 

Sahkara-bhdfya, 198 n., 548 n. 

Sankara Vedanta, 228, 403, 456 
Sadkara-vijaya, 2 
Sankarism, 143 
Sahkarite epistemology, 9 
Sankarite view, 293, 387, 424 
Saiikarites, 102, 113, 143, 144, 145, 
153, 154. 155. 169, 173, 177, 178, 

179, 188, 201, 204, 210, 223, 238, 

239. 3”. 313. 315. 318, 319, 321, 

322, 323, 324, 325, 326, 327, 328, 

329. 330. 334. 336, 337. 340, 341. 

343. 345. 346. 347. 35©. 361, 3^3. 

364. 365. 366, 367. 374. 385. 388, 

394. 398, 409. 417. 418, 419. 420, 

421, 428, 430, 434, 435, 456, 470, 

478, 486 
Sahkhinl, 59 
Sarand-gati, 55 
Sarand-gati-gadya, 379, 380 n. 
Sfirand-gati-gadyam, 86 n. 
sarira, 297, 298, 300, 389; its defini- 
tion, 297 et seq. 

Sarlra-bhavddhikarana-vicdra, 1 3 1 
Santadasa Vavajl, 402 
Sdrlraka-mlmdmsd-vrtti, 117 
Sdrlraka-nydya-haldpa, 117, 132 
Sdriraka~idstrdrtha~dlpikd, 117, 127 
Sdrlraka-idstra-samgati-sdra, 117 
Sdrlra-vdda, 133, 29711., 29811., 299 n., 
300 n. 

saftra, 21, 25, 56, 102, 161, 413, 503, 
514. 530 

Sastraikya-vdda, 133 
sdstra-sampraddya^pravartaka, 7 n. 
Sdstrdramhha-samarthana, 133 
Sastri, Mr D., 531 n. 

Sastrl, M. M. S. KuppasvamI, 106 n. 
Sata^dufani, 117, 122, 123, 126, 130, 
131. 305. 319 n., 396 
Sata^dufanl-vydkhyd, 131 
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Sata- dOfaifl - vydkhyS - tahatra • khraifl, 
1*7 

iataka, 70 

Satakofi-dSfana-parihdra, 133 
Satakofi^khandana, 133 
Sata-patha Brdhma^, 12 
Sathakopa, 63, 65, 67 w., 69. 70, 71, 
78, 94, 102 n., 108, 1 16, 138 
Sathakopa muni, 130 
Sathakopa Yati, 112, 123, 130 
Sathakopacarya, 114, 139 
|atha-mar$ana, 94 »•. 129, 132 
Sathiri Sun, 130 
Savara, 107, 108 a. 
idkhd-candra-dariana, 340 
iSaktas, 19 
Sdmba-purdnat 19 
idnta, 499 
Santatman, 40 n. 

37, 50s. 5*3 

Sdnli-parvan, 12, 260 a., 479 
|•94ily•, 3, 17, ai, *5 
Sandilyabhaskara, 3 a. 

SdndUya-smrii, 20 
iSarada-matba, 102 
Sdtdtapa, 20 
it^a^Ufitd, 53 
Ufa-vrtti-paratva, 87 a. 

Scitryt, *97 
iefl, 160 

Silpdrtha^sdra^ 122 
SiTiya^tiru-matfal, 69, 1 34 a. 

Siv«, la, 16, 37, 38, 39, 4011., s». 84. 

13a, *3*, 304, 475, 48a, 483 
Siva-rdtra, 23 

Sll*nka,’5ai, 5*3, 5*5, 5*6, 5*7 
Sloka^vdrttika, 206 a. 

&Uha-purna, 97 
haddka, 57. 38a, 309, 550 
Smiuo*, 5*7 
^avofa, 405, 44a 
Srava^a Bhatta, 402 
Mddhas^ 530, 550 
Srlntabhaskara, 3 a. 

^imadhura, 98 
Sriyaft^pati-ppadi, 135 a. 

Srt. 37, 4«. 57, 99: it* meaning, 89 

Srt-bhdtya, 103, 113, 114, 115, 116. 
117, 118, 130, 1*3, 135, 1*6, ta8fi., 
131, 13a, 137, 175 n., 195 aoo 
. 38? 

Sn-bhdfya~hhdvddkuraf 133 
Sfi-bhdfyopanydsa, 117 
Sff^bhdfyd^ratka, 138 
jSfi^bhdfya-tdra, 117 
Sfi •hhdfya^sdrdrUia •iatpgraha, 1 16, 
117, 129 


Stf~hhdfya-$iddhdnta-sdra^ 117 
iSrl-bhdfya^vdrttikat 117 
Sri-bhdfya-vivrtif 114 
SrUbhdfya-vyiikhydf 117 
Sribittiputtur, 69 
iSrI Brahma, 400 
Sridhara, 39, 529 a. 

Snharfa, 111, 201, 549 
5rikr?na, 96, 430, 474 
Sriknna-desika, 112 
Sr!.kr$nastava, 403 
St%mad^bhagavad~gltd, 1 1 3 
§ri-natha, 96 

Srinivasa, 109, 115, 116, 118, 127, 129, 
130, 236 a., 297, 386, 387, 392. 393. 
399, 401, 402, 403, 406 a.; pupil of 
Mahacarya, his works, 127, 128 
Sfinivasadasa, 123, 127, 129; his 
w'orks, 127 

Srinivasa-dlkaita, 115, 130, 396 
Srinivasa Raghavadasa, 129 
Srinivasa Sun, 121 
Srinivasa TaUcarya, 116, 384 
Srinivasa-tayBrya, 396 
Srinivasa-yati, 138 
Srlnivasacarya, 114, 117, 123 
Srf-^padca^rdtra^rakfd, 122 
Sripati, 40 a. 

Srirahgam, 69, 97» 98, loi, 102, 103, 
104, no, 113, 120, I2T, 135. 137 
SrI-rahga-natha, 94 a., 121 a. 
Srlrahganatha>gayaka, 109 
SrIranganayakI, no 
Sri Rahgasuri, 381 
Srlrahgacarya, 111, 117 
Srlrama, 39 a. 

Sri Rama Pillai, 109 a., in 
Sri Ramanuja Pillan, no 
Sfl-rdmdnuja^yogi-pdda, 395 a. 

Sri Rdmdnujdcdrya, 104 a. 
Sf%iailaddsa, 130 

SrMaila lineage, 109, 115, 122, r3i 
Sriiailanatha, no, in 
SrfsailapQrpa, 98, 102 a., 109 
Sriiaila Raghavarya, 130 
Srliaila Srinivasa, 18, in, 115, 127, 
_ 133. 388. 389 «•. 39a 
Sfl^ila Tauyarya, 18, 130, 131 
Srliaila Yogendra. 129 
SrS^ile^a, 137 
Silsudariana Press, 305 
Sri~tattva^darpa^t 133 
Sffvacana - bhOfoijut - vydkhyd, 135 , 
, 375 «•. 376 a., 377 378 a., 379 a. 

Sffvacana-^hhQfoifa^ 135» i37> 

^ 138. 374. 375 "'. 380 a. 

Srtvaiaciava, 18, 19, 24. 95» 99. xoa. 
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lojt xo 8 , 1X2, X20, 125, 135. 13H, 
304, 305, 379; many works written 
in defence against the ^aivas, 18; 
philosophy, 22; school, X3^ system, 
X36; their quarrel with the Saivas, 18 
Srl-vai$navism, 89, 102 n,, 105, 127 
Srivallabhadcva, 65 
Siivatsa, 57 

Srlvatsa-siddhanta-'Sdra, 113, 116 
Srfvatsahka, 139 

SrivatsAhka Misra, loa, 105, 108, 109, 
129 

Stlvatsdnka Srinivasa, it 6 
Srivatsfthka ^rinivas3carya, 1 1 7 
^rivSnacala Yogfndra, .38 
SrIvAsaguru, 112 
^rlvehkataguru, 112 
^rlvehkatAcArya, 112 
^)rivehkatesa, 112 
SrWi^nucitta, 114 
Sruta-bhdva-prakdsikd, 127 
iSruta-pradipikd, 130 
Srutd-prakdiikd, 109 n., x 11, 113, 1x4, 
115, 120, 126, 127, X28 n., X30, 131, 
136. *37. *57. *7611., *77«-. *79«*. 
x8o, i8x ni, x86 n., 188, 298 
Sruta-prakAiikAcArya, X35 
Sfuta^prakdiikd of Sudariana SQri, 

. 39a 

Sruta-prakdHkd’Sdra-safngraha^ 1x4 
S, uti, 352 »!., 37X ; texts, 390 
Sruti’dlpikd, 115 
Sruti-siddhdnta-marijarl, 403 n, 
Sruti-siddhdnta^saiftgraha, 240, 44111., 
442 n.. 443 n. 

Sruty-anta-sura-druma, 493, 404 
hiddha-brahma, 197 
hiddha-sargat 27 

Suddhasattva Lak^maxiAcArya, x 1 5 
Suddhasattvalak$anArya, X3X n. 
Suddhasattva Yogindra, X15 
SuddhasattvAcArya, 131 ft 
iuddhetard-srfti, 42* 
iuddhif 464 

iudilhy^aiuddhimaya, 44 
Sukra, 48a, 503, 531 «. 

Sukrarati, 5x5 
Sukra-nltUsdra, 5x5 fi. 

SuktyoffUat X83 
Sodra, 20, 64, 68, 98, X04 
iUnyaivarapiffl, 36 
Sunya-vdda, 177, 206 fi. 

/flfiya-vAft, 201 
Sveta-dvipa, 13, 19. 443 "• 
Svetdhjatara, 379, 472, 473. 5** 
SvtUUvatara Upam^ad, 447 "• 
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Svetdhjaiaropanifat-prakdiikdt 127 
^yAma Bhatta, 402 
f^vAmadeva, 402 
^yamAcArya, 401 
fad - anga - yoga ^ 24 
fad-gura, 37 

Tactile, 253, 254; organ, 459; sensa- 
tion, 253 

tad-dyatta' sthiti-pUrvikd, 406 
tad-bhdTid-patlif 420 
tadvikdratvOf 266 
tad-vydpyatva, 431 
taijasa, 25, 48, 498, 510 
Taittirlya-prakdsikd, 402 
Taittir'iya Upannady 402 
Taittiriyo-panifaty 13 1, 379 
Tatttiriyo-pani^at-bhdfyay 1 38 
Taittirlyo^pam^at-prakdsikdy 1 27 
Taivattuk-k-arasu-Nambi, 97 n. 
tajjanyatvOy 266 

tamasy 25, 43. 45. 46. 47. 48. *29. 163, 
259. 447 , 466. 469. 47 *. 473 , 474 . 
475, 480, 482, 49X, 500, 50X, 513. 

S04. 505. 507 

tamasa mahaty 498 

Tamil, 63 64, 66 , 95. 96, 102, 105, 

X07, 110, 111 fi., X2X, X24, 125, 131, 

* 34 . *37 
Tamil Veda, 95 
tamogunoy 448 n. 
tamomayay 46 
Tangible, 5, 500 
Tani-pranavay 135 ff. 

Tanjore, 67 

tanmatroy 25, 43. *56, 163, 256, 259, 
260 ff., 445, 499 . 502, 504. 507. 510, 
5*1 

tantroy 107 

tantu-samoffetatvdty 256 
tapahy 62 n. 
tapasy 55, 450. S03 
Tapta-mudra-vidrdvavay 396 n. 
tarkny 227, 537 

tarkavidydy 5x5 
tar kly 5x8 
Taste, 251 

Taste-potential, 48, X63, 510 
Tatar-Annar, X37 
tathd-bhOtOy 348 
tathdtvay 357 

Taukfatu-nydya-viedray X3X, 133 
Tattva-bndskarOy 132 
Tattva-candrikd, 396 n, 

Tattva-dlpa, 89, 132 
Tattva-dipanOy 128 n. 
Tattva-dipa-sar/igraha-kdrikdy 132 



Index 


604 


tattva^jfldnat 143 
Tattva-kausttibha, 19 n., 20 
Tattva-^mdrta^^o, 115 
Tattva-mdtrkdt 123, 124 
Tattva-muktd-kald^, 119, 120, 122, 
124, 131. 251. 256 11., 257 n., 303 II., 
304 346 

Tattva-navaratam, 123 
Tattva-nirifaya, 12811., 133, 352, 

35* n. 

Tattva-nirUparjuit 261 
Tattva-padavl, 123 
Tattva-pradlpikd^ 318 
Tattva-prakdiikd, 402 
Tattva-prakdhkd~veda~siuti~tlbd, 402 
Tattva-ratndkarat 119, 12811., 210, 
21411., 21611., 226, 227, 228, 229, 
232 n., 234 
Tattva-ratndvaH^ 124 
Tattva-^ratndvah^safngrahat 124 
Tattva-samgraha, 516 n., 544 it. 
Tattva-softikhydna^ 23 
Tattva-sandeia^ 124 
Tattva-sdra, 114, 116, 132, 352 
Tattva-sekhara, 135, 136, 137 
Tattva-Hkhd-ma^i, 124 
Tattva-pikd, 105 it., 1x4, 120, 123 
T(atlf;a-lray<i, 39, 40 it., 41, 43 it., 56, 
57, las »•. «3S. >37, >38, >57. IS9»-, 
160 n., 26011., 26x11.; vyaha doc- 
trine in, 39 fi. 

Tattva-traya-bhdfya, 135 
Tattva-traya-culuka^ 124, 125, X28n. 
Tattva-traya^culuka-safjigrahaf 125 
Tattva-traya-nirapa^a, 128 n. 
Tativa-traya-pracanda-mdruta^ 128 it. 
Tattva-viveka-flkd-vivaranaf i 
Tattvdrtha-sdrQf 96 n, 
Tattvdrtha-iloka-vdrtika, 546, 547 it. 
tapastha, 5*. 377 
tdddtmyd^dhyasat 334 
tdmasa, 31, 163, 510 
tdmasa ahamkdra, 259, 260 
tdmasa idstra, 22 
tdmisraf 500 
Tflmraparol, 63, 95 
Tan trie system, 57 
Tantric works, 58 
Tdrdsdropanifad, 13 
Tatacarya, 98, X09, 131, 132 
Tdtdcdrya-dina^caryd, 1 3 1 
Tatarya, 129 
Tatayarya, 115, 126 
Tdtparya-candrikdf 123 
Tdtparya-dipikd, 114, 116, 118, 123, 
132, 380 It. 

Tautology, 372 


Teacher, 62, 102, 122, 124, 182, 235, 
400, 405 

tejas, 35, 37, 40 n., 49 it., 56, 163, 181, 
260, 261 ; substance, 188 
Teleological, 470 
Teleology, 30, 261, 459, 472, 473 
Telugu Brahmin, 399 
Temper, 548 

Temple, 17, 18, s8» 69, 96, 104, iii, 
121 

Temple-building, 17 
Temple-gods, z8 
Temple-keepers, xal 
Temporal, 42, 313, 314. 3a4f 353; 
character, 284, 285, 331, 353; con- 
ditions, 343; contiguity, 3x6; iden- 
tity, 252; relations, 321 ; succession, 

274 

Temporary, 495 

Tendency, 30, 34, 45, 51, 210, 288, 
349, 449. 550 
Tender equality, 84 
Tenets, 524 it. 

Tehgalai, 120, 380, 381, 382; school, 
120; their difference with the Vada- 
galai is based on the greater or less 
emphasis on prapatti^ 86-7 
Terms of reference, 419 
Test, 341 

Testimony, 192, 196, 203, 211, 247, 
289, 296, 303, 310, 326, 390, 426, 
465, 485. 547 
“ Tettarumtiral** 67 
Text, 340, 350, 398, 438, 446 
Textual criticism, 388 
Theism, 451, 472 

Theistic, 189, 196, 480; tendency, 
45* 

Theological, 303; dogma, 395 
Theory, 28, 30, 179, 180, 181, 183, 
184. 187, 210, 291. 296, 308. 331, 
348, 35*. 352, 413. 421. 426, SIS It., 
5*6, S20, S43; illusion, 237. 238, 
239, 241 ; of knowledge, 238 
Thesis, 31s. 322, 416, 419, 420, 427. 

5*2 

Thief, 213 
Thing itself, 186 

Things, 34, 4s n., 48, 190, 192, I 93 » 
*95 

‘*This,*' 180, 184, i8s n. 

Thomas, Dr F. W., S3i, 532 
Thought, 32, 46, 47. 53. 61, 304, 
460 

Thought-activity, 44, 50, 5*. 53 
Thought-experiences, 385 
Thought-movement, 44 
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Threads, 197 
Tides, aa8 

Tikalakki^andfln-tirunftvlru^aiyapiirin- 
Tatar-anpar, 137 
tilakdlakot 56 

Time, 27. 34. 35. 4*. 43. 45. 46, 47. 
SI, 56, 82, 18511., 195, 199, 228, 

252, 273. 277, 278, 279. 284, 285, 
286, 287, 309. 348. 349. 389. 447. 
448, 472, 473. 489, 504. 5*5 
Time-conception, 285 
Time-energy, 45 
Timeless, 72, 447. 473 
Time-moments, 274 
Time-units, 286 
Tinncvelly, 68, 137 
Tiru^chaif 4 a’-vruttam^ 68, 134 n. 
Tirukkovalur, 103 
Tirukkurgur, 65 
Tirukkurukaippiran Pillai, 134 
Tirukkurun-dandakam^ 69, 13411. 
Tirukkurungudi, 103 
Tirukurugaipiran Pillai, 109 fi., 110 
Tirumalflcftrya, 133 
Tirumal^Tiru-mori, 76 
Tiru^mantra^churukku, 94 
Tiru-mahgaiy, 66, 69, 77 
Tiru-mangaiy-Sjrvftr, 63, 64, 65, 66 a., 

67. 68, 79. 83. 134 137 

Tiru-maj^i^ai, 63 

Tini-mari^ai Pirfln, 63, 64, 65, 66 a., 

68, 96 a., 106 a., 134 a. 

Tiru~mdlaif 69, 134 a. 

Tiru-mori, 69 

Tirunarayanapperumal, 104 
Tiru-nedum^dSndakam, 69, 1^4 a. 
Tirunirmalai, 103 
Tiru-pair-dfufu, 69 
Tiru-palliy-eptchi, 69, 134 a. 

Tirupati, 103 

Tini-pftn-Srvar, 63, 64, 65, 66, 68, 69, 

134 »• 

Tiru-pdvai, 69, 77 
Tiruppalavai’-vydkhydna, 127 
Tiruppftvai, 134 a. 

Tiruppullani, 103 
Tirupputkuli, 103 
Tiruvaigundipuram, 103 
Tiruvallikepi, 103 
Tiruvanandapuram, 103 
Tiru-vantadi, 68, 134 a. 
Tiruvanparisaram, 103 
T iruvarangattamudandr, 137 
Tiruvatfar, 103 
Tiru^vdcha kam, 84 
Tiruvdrddhanakrama, 138 
Tiru~vdfidyam, 69, 134 


Tiruvdymort~nurundddif 138 
Tiru^vdy^moji, 66, 69, 79, 80 a., 105, 
109 a., 110, i34’>-. 137 
TiruvelukOr^tirukkaif 134 a. 
Tiru^vejrvgQtt-irukkai, 69 
Tiru~vruttam, 69, 74, 134 a. 
tiryag, 501 

tiryak-srotas, 501, 502 
To^appa, 110 

Toi><jar-adi-po<^iy-ai:var, 63, 64, 65, 
66 a., 68, 69, 134 a. 

Toi>danur, 104 
Totality, 264 
Totaramba, ixo, 1x9, X22 
Touch, 25 X 

Touch-potential, 48, 260, 504 
Toy, 167 

Tradition, 57, 63, 104 a., 496, 5x5 a. 

Traditional, 64, 65 

traigunya^ 46 

Trai-rdHkas, 523 

Traits, 195, 2x2 

Trance, 30, 79 

Transcendent, 39, 41, 44, 47, 99, 156, 
175. *95. *97. 39*. 426, 455, 507, 
536; beauty, 83; Brahman, xo; 
nature, 4x3; reality, 550; self, 468; 
world, 536 

Transcendental, 24, 30, *38, 448, 453, 
468; cause, 502; form, 73 
Transformation^ 2, 6, xo, 36, 37, 47, 
156, 182, 196, 197. *99. 281, 286, 
298, 302, 332, 341, 368, 371. 385. 
386, 393. 395. 396, 397. 4*6, 44®, 
454. 456, 487 
Transformer, 45 a. 

Transforming entities, 385 
Transition, 349 
Trunsitoriness, 28 
Transmigrations, 291 
Transmission, 287 
Transparent, 46 
trasareifu, 155, 163, 263 
Travancore, 66, 67 
Treaties, 86 

Treatment, 207, 297, 426 
Tricky, 5x3 

tridanda, i, 549; its meaning, 1 a. 

1 ridandl Brahinins, their views, 2 
tridar^i/i, 2, 532 
triguffa, 259, 497 
trigurid’-tmikd prakfti, 49 x 
Trikdlika, 497 
Trik&ndaman^ana, 3 a. 

Trinity, 46, 47 

Tripartite, 29, 47 200; union, 

46 
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Tripad-vibhQti-mahSndrayai^ Upani^ 
fad, 13 

Triplicane, 68 
Trivikrama, 39, 40 n. 
trivrt-karana, 182, 1831 188, 240 
Triyaga, 440 

True, 194, 3*6, 331, 424, 437» 

457, 471. 48ai» 507*. adoration, 54; 
cause, 338; knowledge, 160, 178, 
330. 331. 347, 4*9. 450. 491, 492. 
506; wisdom, 416 
Trustworthy, 357 

Truth, 5, 8, 202, 308, 313, 326, 335, 
413. 478. 517. 529 

Truthfulness, 29 
Tryambaka,- 130 
Trmia-pruino-ttava, 133 
trna, 501 
trfa, 48 

tuccha, 239, 241 
Tucci, Dr G., 312 «. 

Tuppu, 1 18 
tasti, 57 
Tuvalu, 78 

Tulikd, 126, 114, 131 a. 

Twinkle, 378 

Tydga-sabdartha-tippanJ, 130 
Types, 51 ; of soul, 61 
Tanka, 1 n., 108, 139 

Udak>pratoli-knna, 110 
Udayana, i, 2, 539 
uddharana, 427 
uddna, 59, 60 

Udayl-kundiySyanlya, 525 n. 
Uddyotakara, 2x2 n. 

Ujjyala, 52 
Ujjvala^nlla-mani, 82 
Ukkalammal, 105 
Ukkal Arvin, 105 

Ultimate, 42, 52, 509 ; antecedent, 397; 
attainment, 38; consciousness, 420, 
457 ; destiny, 383 ; emancipation, 38 ; 
end, 136, 416; goal, 100, 136; (deal, 
414; object. 464; principle, 451; 
state. 445; truth, 196, 327. 426, 
468; union, 429 

Ultimate reality, 24, 25, 27, 31, 37, 
165. 197, 406, 450, 457, 460, 497. 
507, 509 n. ; as nirvisefa and sarisesa, 
165 et seq.\ as unqualified, refuted, 

173-5 

Ultimately real, 197, 200, 371 
Ultra-sensual, 225 

UmS-Mahesvara, 395, 396; his criti- 
cism of Ramanuja, 396 
Unaffectedness, 37 


Unassociated Brahman, 430 
Unborn, 291 
Uncaused, 299 
Uncertainty, 370, 398 
Unchangeable, 34, 46, 196, 30X, 323, 
469. 549; unity, 287 
Unconditional, 203, 226, 272, 390, 

485, 497. 533. 535 
Unconditioned, 272 
Unconscious, 26, 27, 29, 41, 79, 408, 
416, 546; power, 43; world, 429 
Unconsciousness, 150 
Uncontradicted, 25 x, 314, 358; ex- 
perience, 246 
Uncontradictory, 236 
Understanding, 462, 463. 539 
Undifferentiated, 35, 200, 372, 495 ; 

consciousness, 238 
Unfavourable effects, 292 
Uniformity, 278 
Unintelligent, 25, 26 
Unintelligible, 144 
Union, 33, 38, 53 
Unique, 189, 193, 316, 424, 454 
Uniqueness, 255. 455 
Unit of time, 273 
Unitary, 545 
Units, 420 

Unity, 25, 26, 31, 4a. 4b, 53. ^92. *93. 
194, 413, 414, 418, 419, 434. 45b, 
459. 4bo, 461. 462, 506, 508; of a 
flame, 343; of being, 175 ; of con- 
sciousness, 345 ; texts, 307, 308, 309, 
310 

Unity-in-difference, 28, 30, 405 
Universal, 45, 86, 193, 217, 218, 224, 
243, 254, 279. 312, 323. 341. 355. 

35b, 387. 4bo, 493. 535. 53b, 537. 

538 ; agreement, 229 ; cognition, 358 ; 
concomitance, 228, 230, 533; con- 
sciousness, 198; destruction, 169; 
existence, 345; experience. 219, 319; 
illumination, 198; negation, 272, 
328; proposition, 225 
Universalit>', 298 

Universe, 32, 35. 4i, 45 53, 5b, 87, 

190, 191, 195. 197, 239, 315, 412, 

434, 454. 455. 45b. 457. 4S9, 4bo. 

472, 475. 484. 492. 499, 500. 507, 

508, 51 1 

Unknowable, 230 n., 499 
Unlimited, 10; servitude, 3S 
Unproduced, 204 
Unprohibited food, 61 
Unqualified, 165, 430 
Unreal, 2, 179, 181, 194 314, 330. 332, 
338. 339, 346. 433. 43'i> 456, 458, 487 
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Unreality, 5, 201, 210, 332, 458 
Unreasonableness, 177 n. 
Unrelatedness, 466 
Unseen merit, 292 
Unspeakable, 35 
Untouchables, 104 
Unvedic, 47a 
uncha^vrttit 119 
Upadeia^ratna~m6lai^ 64, 94 n. 
Upad£sa-ratna~mdld, i34i X35> 138* 482 
upahitasvarQpa, 306 
Upakdra-saftigraha, 124 
upamdna, 234, 426, 427; upheld by 
Meghanadari, 234 
upamiti, 128 

Upani$ad(s), 5, 12, 13, x6, 101, 105, 

126, 146, 148. 153. 154, 182. 196, 

2H, 291, 293. 296, 387, 394. 398, 

442. 446. 447. 463. 464. 465. 468, 

471, 480, 481, 496, 512, 519 
Upanifad-bhdfyay 127 
Upanisad-brahmayogin, 13 
Upanisadic, 112, 113, 126, 208, 240, 
392. 5^9; texts. 201, 394. 405. 479. 
480, 487 

Upani$adists, 211 
Upanifad^tnangala^dipikd, 126 
Upani$ad texts, 381, 464 
Upani^ad-vdkya-vivarai^, 127 
UpanUat-prakdsikd, 127 
upasargast 505 

Upavar^a, 7 n., 105, 107, 108 
Upavarfdcdrya, 7 n. 
upavdsa, 33 

upaddna^ 2, 191. 196. 388, 391 
upddana-kdrnana, 157, 454. 484 
upddki, 269, 278, 301. 386, 413. 422, 
432. 453. 478. 479. 481. 489. 492. 
508 n., 534, 535. 5^» 
upddhi-rupa. 216 
updsaka, 89 
updsand, 293, 381 
updya, 376 
updya-jndna, S5 
updya stage, 377 378 

updya-svariipa-jmlna, 88 n. 
updya-sUnyatd, 87 
Upendra Bhaffa, 401 
upeya, 377 
Upper India, 19 
UraipQr, 67 
Usage, 334 
Usanas, 532 
utpatti, 199 
uttama^ 505 

Uttara-kaldrya, 381, 382, 383 
Uttar a-mantrin, 65 


Uttara-mlmflipsS, 350 
Uttara-ndrdyofta, 57 
uttara^vibhdga, 482 
Uvdsagadasdo, 522, 524 
Uyyakkood8r, 67 w., 97 
Qha, 214 

Grddhva^srotas, 501 

Vacuity, 36, 353 
Vadari, 77 
Vadarikasrama, 482 
vadhiit 47 

Vadagalai, their difference with the 
Tehgalai is based on the greater or 
less emphasis on prapatti, 86~7 
Vadakalai, 67, 120, 12 1, 381 
Vadavavaktra, 40 it. 
vahni, 510 
vahnitva^ 535 
vahusruta, 530 
Vaibhava-prakdsikd, 121 n. 

Vaibhasika Buddhists, 251 
vatdhl, 378 
vaidikl, 507 
vaidala-vratifuif 518 
Vaigai, 63 
Vaijayantl, X05 n. 
vaikdrika, 48, 498, 499. 504. 5 10 
vaikdrikadndriya-sarga, 502 n. 
Vaikhdnasa, 22, 57 
Vaikuntha, 50, 93 
Vairamegha, 67 
Vairamegha Pallava, 66 
vairdgya, 33, 47, 63 
Vaidc§ika, 208, 456, 467 ; supposed, 163 
Vaisvadeva-kdrikd, 122 
Vai«jnava, 12, 39 n., 63, 65, 83, 87, 98, 
to4, 105. 293, 379; commentators, 

1 It.; literature, 10; marks, 22; rites, 
102; systems, 139; temple, 65, X38; 
tradition, 99 it.; writers, 192 
Vaisnava Upanifods, 1 3 ; division of, 13 
Vai^navism, 13, 63 n., 64. 8x n., 96 n., 
105, 1x0, 139. 399. 45* 

Vai^naviU Reformers of Indian 11911. 
Vsikitla-bharana, 139 
Vaiadeva, 482 

Valid, 185 n., 202, 203, 208, 468, 533, 
537. 539; inference, 537; know- 
ledge, 236, 248, 467, 469; memory, 
237; perception, 215 
Validity, 16, 190, 201, 202, 203, 213, 
216, 229, 230, 238, 247, 248, 250, 

321. 326, 346. 347, 348, 356, 357, 

428, 457, 458, 495. 534, 536. 537. 

539; its nature as treated by Me- 

ghanSd&ri, 2x5-16; of cognition, 249 
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Vallabha, 400. 475, 49* 

Value, 464, 47a 
Vanainamalai-jiyar, iii 
Vanamftll MUra, 440, 441 n.; hh inter- 
pretation of Nimbftrka philosophy^ 
440 et seq. 

Vangi-puratt-acchi, 97 if. 

Vanity, 529 
Vafljikulam, 67 
Varada, 98, i57. *59. 35* 

Varadadftsa, 132 
Varada De^ikadlr>'a, 125 
Varadaguru, iii, X2S 
Varadakr99a, his de^ition of percep- 
tion, 216 

Varadanflrftyana, 208; his view of 
doubt, 2 o8 

Varada N&rayana Bhattkraka, 119 
VaradanStha, xix, 118, 123, 125, 380 
Varadanflyaka SOri, 125 
Varadarflja, 78 
Varadar&ja Suri, 125 
Varadarftt, 11411., 

Varadavi9nu, 109, iii, 216 
Varadavi^ou Misra, 109, 111, X19, 180, 
212 II., 214 n., 217, 226, 229, 234, 
383 If. 

Varada Vi^i^u SQii, 131 
VaradScftrya, 93 11., 102, 119 
VaradErya, xxa, 118, 119, 125 
Vcuragalai^ 381 
varaifadasd, 379 

Varavara, 39, 41, 941*., 157, 159 
160, 163, 260, 261 ; his view of time, 
163 

Varavara muni, ixo, 135, 136, X37 
Varavara-muni-campUt X38 
Varavara-muni-dinacarydf X38 
Varavara-muni^kdvya, X38 
Varavora^muni-iataka, 138 
Vardha, 16, 20, 39 11., 40 if., 523 
Varftha Mihira, 523 
Vararahga, 97, 109 it. 

Variable, 243 
Variability, 243 
varzuit 293 
varifaka, 515 
varifikd, 5x6 
vartiikd, 516 
VarurM, 59, 295 
vastu, 250 If. 

Vasiftha, 2i, 23, 482 
Vahffka-satnhitd, iq 
Vatsabhaskara, 3 n. 

VatapOroa, 104, 109 

Vacaspati, 3, 196, 467. 476, 517/1., $33 

vdcdrambhaziam, 3 


vdcika, 507 , 
vOda^ 381, 512, 513 
Vddddri-kuUia, 127 
vddastddana, 5x3 n. 
vddha, 314, 50X 
VadhQla, 109 

VadhOVa gotro, 98, ixo, xx4if. 
VadhQla-kula-^aka, 127 n. 

VadhQla Narasixpgha-guru, 114 
VadhQla Narasiipha, 132 
VadhQla Srinivasa, 1x4, 1x7, X23, X26, 
13* «•. 13 S» 305 
VadhQla Varadaguru, x 14 
VadhQla varada Narilyatiaguru, 138 
VadhQla Vehkatacarya, xx4 
Vadideva, 536 

Vadideva SOri, 536 n., 537 n. 
Vadihaipsa, x x x ; his conception of 
jdtit 354; his view of svatafi- 
prdmdftya-vddat 356 €t seq . ; his view 
of svaprakdiatvot 358 et seq. 
Vadi-harpsa-navamvuda, 352, 361 ; 

his notion of negation, 352 
Vadiharpsambuvaha, X17, 184, 185, 
187; his treatment of illusion, X84 et 
seq. 

Vadihaqisamhuvaha Ramanujacaryr, 
186 n. 

Vadihaqisambuvahacarya, xx8, 119, 
183, X87 

Vadikesarl, X3S, 13O 
Vadikeiarl Misra, 132 
Vddi~traya-khafi4ofia, X24, 193 n., 305 
Vadivijaya, xxx 
vddi-vipratipatHfi, 2x2 n. 

Vaglivara, 40 n. 

Vagvijaya, xx8. X30 
vdkovdkyCf 517 
vdkya-kdra, 106, X07 
Vdkya-padtya, 5x7 n. 
Vdkydrtha-sarfigraha, X30 
Vamana, 39, 40 n. 

Vamanadeva, 40 n., 146 
Varilvilasa Press 19x0, 380 if. 
Varaoadriaa, 1x0, X14 11. 
vdrtd, 532 
vdrttika, 5x5 
vdrttikasutra, 5x3, 5x6 
vdsand, 26, 27, 33, 34. 43. 5*. 54. 253, 
*73, 308, 453, 487 

Vasudeva, 2, X3, 16, 17. 21, 27, 29, 31, 
34. 37. 38, 39, 4*«-. 57. I55. *57, 
158, 443 «•, 474, 475. 497. 5o6, 508 
Vdsudeva^vyaha, 474 
Vasudevendra, X3 
Vdsudevopanifad^ X3 
Vdiiffha, 20 
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vata, 475 
vdUalya^ 89 
Vitslputriya, 251 
Vitaya» 119, 297 
VStsya AnantArya, 126 
VStsya iii, 112 
VAtsya Nraiiyihadeva, 122 
VAtaya SrInivAsa, 112. 203; his notion 
of class-concepts, 297 ; his treatment 
of pramd^t 203 

VAtsyaVarada, 110, 111, 114, 116, 118, 
119. 130, 13a. 349. 350. 351. 380; 
his analysis of the concept of dif- 
ference, 351 ; his notion of God, 351 ; 
his refutation of Srlhar$a*s view of 
the falsity of the world, 350; his re- 
futation of the denial of the category 
of difference, 350; his view of bidhi, 
349-50 

VAtsya Varadaguru, 109 
VAtsyAyana, 208, 212 fi., 235 
VdUydyana-bhdfya, 207 n. 
vdyu, 7. 48. 49 59. 60. 163, 253, 

261, 499. 504. 505, 510 

Vdyupmdi^, 20, 502. 503, 505, 5o6».; 

its philosophy, 502 et seq. 

Veda, 2, 14, 15, 16, 18, 21, 24, 25, 62. 
88, 124, 165, 198 n., 203, 347. 349. 
357, 401. 4*9. 441. 471, 515. 517. 
530, 53 * 

veda-nindaka, 519 
Vedas instructed by God, 15 
Vedavid, 40 n, 
veda^viddm matam, 181 
VedavyAsa BhaUa* * * * . 130 
VedAnta, i, 8, 96. 97. *00. 115, 117, 

125. 130, 138, 197. *00, 305, 307, 

352, 401, 403, 406, 416, 462, 466, 

471, 480, 481, 482, 496, 50811.; in 

relation to SArpkhya according to 
VijftAna Bhik9U, 471 et seq,; its 
bheddbheda interpretation, 105 et 
seq.; dialectic, 153; view, 235 
VedAnta-de^ika, 119. 38* 

Veddnta - deHka - vaibhava - prakdsikd, 
121 n., 131 

Vedanta-hpa, 103, 113. **8, 159, 201, 
349 

VedAntaguru, 112 
Veddnta^kav^ko-eldhdra, 1 3 1 
Veddnta-kaustubha, 130, 132, 462 
Veddnta^kausiubha-prabhd, 402, 41 5 a., 
416 

Veddntakdrikdvah, 132 
Veddntamanju^dt 404 n. 
Veddnta-paribhdfd, 9, 204, 216 
Veddnta-^pdnjdta-sauralehat 400, 402 
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Veddnta^ratna-maiyufd, 403, 411, 41a 
VedAnta RAmAnuja, x8, 13*. 380 
Veddntarsatftgrediaf 113 
Veddnta-saqigraha-tdtparya-dlpikd, 

130 

Vedanta-sdra, 103, 113, 118, 349 
Vedanta-siddhdnta-pradlpa, 400, 403 
Vedanta^siddhdnta-samgrahat 440 
Veddntasatra, 2, 56 a., 476, 484 
Vedanta^tattva-^odha, 400, 408, 409 a., 
410 a., 411 a. 

Veddnta-vijaya, 117, 126, 128 a., 130 
VedAntAcArya, 1x9, 132 
VedAntic, 111, 438, 46X, 467; instruc- 
tions, 308; schools, 385; texts, 61, 
337; view. 464; writers, 385 
VedAntin, 109 

VedAntists, X39, 156, 465, 477 
VedAnti MAdhava, 134, 135 
VedAntI MAdhavadAsa, xxoa. 
Veddrtha-samgraha, xox, 103, xo6, 
X07, 1 x8, X28a.,x30, x6o,20x,2i8, 305 
Vedic, 16. 17. x8, 43 a., 57, 293. 5*8, 
549; circles, 530; cult, 518; doc- 
trines, 517, 519; duties, IS, 165, 
404, 416, 429; injunctions, 165, 349, 
350, 44x; people, 19, 20, 53X; re- 
ligion, .40, 95; rites, 14, 20; sacri- 
fices, 517, 522, 549; school, x8i; 
science, 531 a.; scriptures, 366; 
sects, 20; texts, X7, xi2, 390, 391, 
394 

Vegetables, 97 a. 

Veil, 366, 37X. 37*. 374 
Veiling, 369; agent, 369 
Venkata, 18, 63 a., 66 a., 67, 94, 96a., 
98a., 99. *05 a., 107, xxo, I IX, X14, 
115, 117, 118, 1x9, 120, X2I a., 122, 
123, 124, X25, 126, X27, X30, X31, 

*3*. *35. *55. *57. *59, *61, 163. 

183, 201, 203, 207, 208, 209, 210, 

211, 212 a., 213, 214, 2x6, 2x7, 
2x9 a., 220, 22X, 223, 225, 226, 227, 
228, 229, *32, *33. *34. *35. 238 a., 
238, 240, 241, 250 a., 25 X, 254, 255, 
256, 257, 261, 262, 263, 265, 268 a., 
269, 270, 277, 280, 281, 282, 286, 

288, 289, 290, 29X, 292, 295, 296, 

*97. 301. 30*. 303. 305. 306, 307, 

308, 3**. 3*3. 3*4, 316, 317, 3*8. 

3*9, 3*3, 3*4,. 3*5. 3*6, 3*7. 340. 

34*. 344. 346. 352, 353, 355* 356, 

380, 381, 382, 383, 426; analysis 
of momentariness, 273 et seq.; an 
upholder of anvita^bhidhana^vdda, 
233; a constructor of RAmAnuja 
logic, 235; conclusive remarks on 

39 


oil! 
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Venkata (cant.) 

doubt. ao8 et seq, , decision, nature 
of« 2io; definition of pramdna, 236; 
doubt and uha, 214; error, debni- 
tion of, 210; error and doubt, 
relation, 208 et seq,\ his agree- 
ment with the Pancardtra view 
of God, 303; his admission of 
three pramdnas, 214; his admission 
of three types of illusion from three 
points of view, 241 ; his analysis of 
doubt, 21 1; his clnssihcation of 
doubt, 212-13; his conception of 
jdti, 355; his conception of sadHya^ 
355 : his criticism of BhAskara, 301 ; 
his criticism of Brahmadatta, 291; 
his criticism of Nydya^sOtra and 
Prajnd-paritrdna regarding doubt, 
21 1 ; his criticism of Nyiya theory of 
doubt, 207 ; his criticism of S^mkhya 
argument in favour of prakrti, 256 et 
seq . ; his criticism of the avidya, 330 
et seq . ; his criticism of the Simkhya 
view of God, 296; his criticism of 
the Sankara conception of the unity 
of self, 345 ; his criticism of the view 
that ajndna is a positive entity, 327 
et seq . ; his criticism of the view that 
ajndna rests in the individual jlvas, 
329; his criticism of the view that 
all effects are false owing to their 
contradiction, 341 et seq.\ his criti- 
cism of the view that avidya and 
mayd are different, 334 et seq. \ his 
criticism of the view that Brahman 
IS pure bliss, 344; his criticism ot 
the view that consciousness cannot 
be produced, 321; his criticism of 
the view that consciousness is 
identical with self, 323 et seq.\ his 
criticism of the view that conscious- 
ness is one, 322 ; his criticism of the 
view that emancipation is attained 
by tight knowledge, 326; his criti- 
cism of the view that indeterminate 
Brahman could be eternal, 345 ; his 
criticism of the view that pure 
consciousness is sdkfin, 325; his 
Criticism of the view that pure con- 
sciousness is unqualified, 323; his 
criticism of the view that realization 
of monistic identity produces eman- 
cipation, 336 et seq . ; his criticism of 
the view that scriptural testimony is 
superior to perception, 326; his 
criticism of the view that the notion^ 
of the self as knower is false, 32s;* 


his criticism of the Yoga view of 
God, 296; his criticism of Y&dava 
Praka^a, 302; his definition of per- 
ception, 2 i 6; his doctrine of eman- 
cipation, 292 ; his eschatological con- 
ception, 295; his life and literature, 

1 1 9-25; his Nyaya theory, re- 
futation of, 262 et seq.; his relation 
of the view that consciousness is 
identical witn self, 290; his refuta- 
tion of Buddhist and Cirvaka theory 
of dkdsa, 282 ; his refutation of 
Buddhist doctrines of momentari- 
ness, 268 et seq.; his refutation of 
Carvaka causality, 276; his refuta- 
tion of contentless consciousness, 
310-11; his refutation of different 
views of God, 302 ; his refutation of 
Katyayana's views of God, 302; his 
refutation of Sarpkhya-satkarya- 
vada, 265 et seq.; his refutation of 
nirvikalpajndna, 311; his refutation 
of Sankara, 304 et seq. ; his refutation 
of $>ahkara’s theory of anuhhuii, 318- 
19; his refutation of Srlhar§a’s re- 
futation of prarndnoy 202; his refu- 
tation of the denial of production of 
individual cognitions, 319 et seq.; 
his refutation of the Buddhist denial 
of substance, 251 et seq.; his refuta- 
tion of the denial of the category of 
difference, 312; his refutation of the 
doctrine of the all -pervasiveness of 
souls, 291 ; his refutation of the 
falsity of the world on the ground of 
validity, 3 13- 14; his refutation of 
the falsity of the world on the ground 
of absence of relation between the 
perceiver and the perceived, 314 «f 
seq.; his refutation of the Nyaya 
doctrine of the formation of whole 
from parts, 263 et seq. ; his refutation 
of the possibility of jijndsd according 
to Sankara’s interpretation, 306; his 
refutation of the view of the reflec- 
tion of Brahman under avidydy 291 ; 
his refutation of the view that avidya 
rests in Brahman, 317-18; his re- 
futation of the view that perception 
refers to pure Being, 311; his re- 
futation of the view that Brahman is 
qualityless, 306; his refutation of the 
view that the self-luminosity of 
Brahman is contentless, 316-17; his 
refutation of the view that the utter- 
ance of unity texts can lead to im- 
mediate perception, 308-10; his re- 
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futation of the view that the world 
is illusory, 31 *-13; his special 
treatment of doubt, 207 et seq. ; his 
support to the theory of jiidna- 
karma-samuccaya, 307; his support 
of the Vedic testimony, 203; his 
theory of consciousness, a quality of 
self, 288; his treatment of avayavat 
232; his treatment of doubt, 202; 
his treatment of doubt compared 
with that of Varada N2r&yana, 208; 
his treatment of inference, 225 ei 
seqr, his treatment of kevala-vyati- 
rekin, 226-7 ; his treatment of 
memory as pramdna, 214; his treat- 
ment of object, 217; his treatment 
of pardmarsa, 229; his treatment of 
pramdna, 201 et seq. \ his treatment 
of sabda-pramana, 233; his treat- 
ment of substance, 251 et seq.\ his 
treatment of tarka, 227; his treat- 
ment of types of inference, 229 et 
seq.; his treatment of vydptigraha, 
228; his treatment of vydpti, 225-6; 
his view of apurva or adrffa, 303; 
his view of hhakti, 292 et seq.; his 
views of emancipation attainable by 
God's grace, 304; his view of God, 
157 et seq,; his view of incarnation, 
302-3 ; his view of karma and mukti, 
295; his view of karma and prdyas- 
citta, 293-4; his view of matter, 162 
et seq.; his view of prakrti, mahat, 
tanmdtra, etc., 163 et seq.; his view 
of self in relation to God, 161 et seq. ; 
his view of the relation of the souls 
with God, 297; his view of validity 
of memory, 237; his view of virtue 
and vice, 291 ; his view' that errors 
cannot vanish by Brahma-know- 
Icdge, 307 ; his view that world ap- 
pearance continues even after the 
destruction of avidyd, 308; nature 
of dkdsa, 282 ; nature of the senses, 
280 et seq.; nature of time, 284; 
nature of soul, 286 et seq. ; offered a 
critic of Gotama’s logic, 235; re- 
futation of CarvAka theory of soul, 
286 ei seq.; refutation of the view 
that consciousness belongs to the 
senses, 289; refutation of the view 
that scriptural texts cannot signify 
Brahman, 340; Sankara's conception 
of cessation of avidyd criticized, 338 
et seq. 

Vehkatadftsa, 132 

Vehkata-desika, 112 


Vehkatanathfliya, 117 
Venkata Sudhl, 12, 18, 132 
VehkatSc&rya, 112, 117 
Venkatfidhvarl, 13 1, 132 
Vehkat&rya, 112 

Verbal knowledge, 216, 217, 308, 310 

Verbal testimony, 128 

Vernal, 295 

Verse, 117, t8i 

vihhava, 39. 42, 129, 158 

vibhava-avatSras, 40 n. 

vibhava-devata, 21 

vihhavdvatdra, 41 

vibhu, 262, 386 

vibhuti, 475 

Vibration, 206; potential, 163 
Vice, 291, 304, 349, 441. 493. 506. 521, 
S22, 533 

Vicious, 255, 267, 304, 349; circle, 419, 
433; infinite, 9, 253, 2.67, 277, 286, 
316, 320, 334, 341, 353, 355, 359, 
417, 421, 424. 433 ; infinitude, I77”* 
Victor, 78 
Vidaddha, * 5 1 4 n. 

Vidaddhavddi, 5 1 4 if . 
vidagdha, 5*4 
videhl muktas, 441 
vidhi, 8, 350 
Vidhisudhdkara, 133 
Vidhura, 513 

Vidhura-pandita-jdtaka, 5141?. 
vidyd^ 47, 49, 507, 508, 509 
Vidyadhideva, 40 n. 

Vidyanandi, 546, 547 
Vidyapati, 3 

Vidyapati Bhaskara Bhatfa, 3 
Vidyaranya, 120 
vidya-yoni-sarira, 415 
View, 50, 56, 181, 182, 184, 185, 187, 
192, 196,204,206,289,291, 297, 302, 
303, 30s. 307. 3«8, 330. 335. 340, 
350. 4*9. 410, 429, 433, 435, 456, 
458,461,469,473,477, 496, 498, 510, 
SI*, 519,520, 5*1, 5*2, 532, 533, 538 
Vihagmdra satphita, 23, 24, 41, S7 
Vihahgama, 40 n. 

Vijayanagara, 120, 121 
vijayd, 57 
Vijaylndra, 127 
Vijayindra Bhik^u, 1 17 
Vijaylndra-pardjaya, 127, 305 
Vijayolldsa, 126 

VijAana Bhiksu, 445, 456, 480, 482, 

483. 484. 48s. 486, 493. 496, 497; 

his conception of the individual, 460 
et seq. ; his conception of the relation 
of the world with God, 454 et seq, ; 
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Vijftftna Bhik^u (cont.) 

his criticism of Sftipkhya and Yoga, 
479 et seq. ; his notion of God, 461 ; 
his philosophy, 445 ei seq. ; his treat- 
ment of avidyd, 468 et seq. ; his treat- 
ment of bhakti, 450 et seq.; his treat- 
ment of Brahma experience, 465 et 
seq.; his treatment of experience, 
467; his treatment of karma^ 452 et 
seq. ; his treatment of the nature of 
God, 474 et seq. ; his treatment of the 
relation of SAirdthya to Ved&nta, 471 
et seq.; his view of gradation of 
realities, 445 ; his view of karma, 445 ; 
kdla in, 446; mayd and pradhdna in, 
476 et seq. ; relation of self and dnanda 
in, 445 ; world and Brahman in, 446 
et seq. 

vijndnam, 185 n. 
vijndna-vadin, 142, 205 
Vijndnd-mfta-bhdfya, 450, 451 n., 

453 454 «•. 455 n., 457 458 «•. 

459 n., 461, 46211., 463 46811., 

472 n., 473 If., 477 If., 478 480 

481 n., 482 It. 

Vikalpa, 4 

vikdra, 3, 260 n., 386, 480 
Vikdra^veda, 21 
vikdri kdrana, 454 
vikdrin, 61 
vikarmasthdn, 518 
Vikrama Cola, 104 
vikriydtmaka, 172 
vikrta, 342 
vikrty-dtmd, 25 

vilakforui-mahatvd-dy-adhikaranatvdd, 

257 

Vimba-tattva-prakdsikd, 122 
vindsa, 314 

Vindhyesvarl Prasada, referring to 
Vai$nava commentators, i n. 
Vindhyesvarl Prasida Pa^ditSi ^ 2, 

3«. 

Violation, 128 
vipratipattih, 212 ir., 213 
vipura, 503, 504 
Virinchipuram, 523 
Virocana, 528 
Virodha-bhanjard, 384 
Virodka^nirodha, 115, 130, 384, 385, 
386 II., 387, 392. 393 394 w., 395 

Virodha^parihdra, 124 
Virodha-varOthiHl, 395, 396 
Virodha^varQthmUfiramdthint, 1 30, 396 
Virtues, 29. 33. 34, 47, 291, 294, *95, 
303, 304, 349, 388, 441, 450. 493, 
506, 521. 522, 530, 533, 549, 55<J 


Virtuous, 51, 295, 304, 349. 437, 
549 

fnrtuUUia-dharmd-dhydsavdn, 268 
vtrut, 590 

ViflmSolaippillai, 138 
Visible, 5, 500 
Vision, 71, 459, 47*. 505 
Visual, S43; organ. 222. 240. 241, 243, 
459, 545; perception. 219, 3»o; 
sense, 217 
viiadd-^abhdsa, 217 
vUefOt^, 429 
viiifta-jndna, 221 

Visiftd-dvaita, iii, 11611., 118, 119, 
120. 123, 125, 159, 234, 235. 351, 
389. 392, 393, 395 
VUiftd-dvaita logic, 234 
Viiiftd-dvaita-siddhdnta, 127 
Visiftd-dvaitavdda, 119 
Viiiftd-dvaitins, 393 
visiftdrtha, 233 
viiiftatva, 218 
visuddhi, 524 
Visva-gunddaria, 131 
ViSvajaya, 118 
VisvarQpa, 40 n. 

ViSvacftrya, 401 
Viivdmitra, 23 
ViSvftmitra golrn, 119 
Viivodard, 59 
Vifayatd-vdda, 133 
Vifaya-vdkya^dlpikd, 117, 126 
Visnu, 12, 19. 20, 24, 25. 31, 33, 37, 
38. 39, 40 44, 45, 50. 52, 57, 58, 

61. 63, 64, 66, 67 n., 68, 69, 87, 89, 
96, 155, 304, 415. 448 n., 473, 475, 
498. 499. 505, 507. 509 
Visnucitta, 69, iii, 119, 137, 21411., 

22011., 234, 235, 383 If.; a predecessor 
of Venkata in the construction of 
Ramanuja logic, 235 

Vi^nucittan, 63 
Vifmidharmottara, 20 
Visnu MiSra, 159 

Vif^u Purdisa, 20, 81, 26011., 497, 

49811., 499 500, 501 n., 530; its 

philosophy, 497 et seq. 

Vif^u-sc^itd, 23, 24, 31, 32; dharti- 
kdra in, 31; Bhdgavata-yoga in, 32; 
bhakti and yoga, 32 ; God, nature of, 
31; philosophy of, 23-4*, prakrti, 
theory of, 31; Saipkhya in, 23-4; 
fd 4 ~aiiga~yoga in, 24; view of all- 
pervasive soul different from the 
Srlvais^avas, 24 
Viftfu-sakti, 36 
Vif^-tattva-rahasya, 132 
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22 ; its contents, 

22 

Vipfu-vardhana, 10411. 

Vivvaksena, 63 n,, 64, 67 n. 
Vip)ak$ena~sandntd^ 24, 30, 41 n., 43, 
56, 57; vyQha doctrine in, 39 ti. 

Vital energy, 462 
Vital functions, 540 
Vital spirit, 80 
vttatK^d, 512. 513, 514 n. 
vita^dd^sattha^ 514 
vitaifdd’^iUla^satthamt 512 
vwarta-parampafd^ 332 
Vivdddrtha-samgrahat 132 
viveka, 449» 508 
Vivid impression, 217 
Vividness, 217 
tdra, 60 

Vlranftrilyapa, 94 

Vira-r&ghava-dflsa, 114, zi6, 132, 352 
35. 37, 56 
Void, 56 

Volition, 298, 299 
Volitional activity, 47 
VrajabhQ^a^asaranadeva, 402 
vrata, 33, 62 
Vrddha-mamtt 20 
vrddhi, 47 

Vrhan^ndradiya^purd:^, 20 
vrksa, 500 

Vrkfa-bhaumdmrta, 122 

Vpidavana, 94 

Vfndftvanadeva, 402 

or«f, 105, 281, 372, 373. 374. 4”. 4*3. 

439, 465. 466, 471, 485. 494, 495 
vrtH-jndnat 204 
vrtti-kdtaf 105, 107, 108 . 
vrttukdrasya, 105 n. 

Vfttunirodha, 506 n, 
vrtti^prativimbitam, 373 
vrtti stage, 363 
Vucci VenkatSeSrya, 1 32 
vyakta, 476, 497 
vyaktd-vyakta, 497, 508 
vyakti, 52 
vyaiiga, 265 
ffySpya, 22$ 

vyatireki, 230; inference, 23011., 232; 
type, 231 

vyatireki amnndna, 231, 234 

Vyav€dUhraika»tatyatva~khar^ana, 125 

vyavahdrika, 459, 477 
vyavahdrikaiva, 478 
Vyavahiiiikatva-Mut9^^*^^^9 ^33 
vyavahdrikl, 371 
vyavahita, 136 

vyOhata^sddhya-viparyaydt, 229 


vydkhydaa^mag 4 oP^% >37 
vydna^ 59, 60 
vydpaka, 225 
vydpdra, 204 
vydpti, 225, 228, 427 
Vyftsa, 18 n., 20, 39, 482 
Vyftsa Bhatt&r. 109 n. 

Vydsa-^hhdfya, 452 
Vylsadeva, 402 
Vydsa-tdtparya-nirnaya, 133 
VyAsatlrtha, 111, 426 
vyoma, 31 

vyOha, 17, 37, 38, 39, 4*, 4*. 56. 157. 
475 ; doctrine, 19; manifestations, 
22 

Waking consciousness, 363 
Warangal, 120 

Water, 42, 46, 128, 181, 369, 540, 541, 

550 

Waves, 6, 106, 302 
Way of knowledge, 184 
Ways, 60 

Wedding, 377. 378 
Western, 95 
Wheel, 58, 60 
Whirlpool, 83 

White, j 82, 256; goddess, 37 
Whiteness, 193, 254 
Whole, 189, 262, 263, 264, 298, 408, 
413, 432, 433, 455, 45^, 493, 494, 
54 * 

Will, 41, 4^ 46, 48, 49. 191, *95, *98, 
375, 412, 41S, 441, 446, 448, 451, 
47*. 473, 474, 475, 481, 48a, 488, 
498, 500 n., 525 
Will-activity, 45 

Wisdom, 33, 38, 54. 307, 384. 4*4. 

416, 446, 476. 49*. 5*4, 5** 

Wise, 53 

Wish, 54. *9*. *95 
Women, 20 
Wonderful entity, 79 
Words, 5, 29. 53, *94, 309, 3*8 

Work, 42, 46. S3, 5<i, 60, 303, 350 
World, 6, 27, 34, 35, 4*. 4*. 53, 54, 55, 
5<>. 57, *53, *74, *9®, *9*, *9*, *93, 
195, *96, 198 aoo, 205, 293, 299, 

301, 30a, 312, 313, 3*4, 3*0, 3**, 

350, 365, 366. 388, 390, 391, 397, 

4*3, 4*5, 4*8, 435. 438, 440, 44*. 

443 445, 448, 458, 457, 458, 47*. 

476, 48*, 488. 5*5. 5*7. 5*8, 
531 ; of effects, 256; of matter, 200; 
view of iu falsity refuted from 
the NimbArka point of view, 435 
et seq. 
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World-appearance, 155, 175, 177, 178, 
196, i97» aio, 239, 307. 308, 309. 
310, 31a, 313. 33I> 335. 337. 345. 
367, 409, 423, 436, 439 
World-creation, 296, 302, 330, 331, 
365. 370 

World-creator, 462 
World-energy, 58, 459 
World-existence, 490 
World-experience, 374 
World-force, 24 
World-forms, 37, 456 
World-illusion, 333, 337, 338 
Worldly bonds, 22 
Worldly objects, 258 
World-materials, 15a 
World-objects, 367, 371 
World-order, 197 
World-phenomena, 155, 196, 340 
World-process, 292, 458, 477 
World-reality, 157 

Worship, 10, 22, 32, 39, 40 a., 58, 61, 
104, 193; of God, 382 
Wretchedness, 99 
Writers, 111, 196 
WrongM, 180 

yad^artha^vyavahOrd-^nuguf^, 244 
YaJAamOrti, 102, 104, 109, 110 
Yajfta Varaha, 40 n. 

YajAehi, 102, 110 
Yajnap^ta-'Pratiffhd^ 122 
yama, 29, 33, 61. 509 5*9 

Yama satfihitds, 20 

Yamunadlrya, his life and works, 97 et 
seq. 

Yaiasvifdf 59 
Ya4oda, 77, 81 a. 
yathdrihOf 180, 188 
yathdrtha-khydti, 180, 181, 182, 186a., 
*37. *40, 243. *45. *46 a. 
yathdrthajfi, 185 a. 
yathdrthd-vadhdra^imi, 62 
yathd - vasthita - vyavahdrd - augupaai, 
236, 240 

Yati-dfuttmia^samuccayat 102 a, 
YatiAiHga^samofthanat 352 
Yatt^pati^mala^dtpikd, 127 
Yati-‘prativafidana~khaif 4 ona, 133 
Kts/i-rjyo-vfipitftt, 137, 138 
Yatiiekhara-bh&rau, 109 
Yamdra-mata^dspikA^ 117, iz% |a§; 
analysis of, 128, 129 


Yatlndrapravaoa, 110, 121a., 137 

Yatladra-praiMifui-dAadra-ctfaiptt, 138 

YaOndra^pravaifa-prckhdva^ 138 

Yantidra^prava^-pndfhdvam, 64 

Yatlndrapravapacftrya, 135 

yaugapadya, 228 

Yavanas, 441 n. 

yavata, 47 

Yadava, 100 a., 101 

Yadava hill, 22 

Yadavapraka^a, 100, 101, 102, 109, 
ii3i 1*4, 156, *01, 280, 285, 301, 
305; his view of Brahman, 301; his 
view of God, 156; his view of time, 

*85 

Yddavdbhyudaya, 120, 121 
Yadavadri, 104, 137 
Yddrcckika-ppadi, 135 a. 

YajAavalkya, 519 
YdjHavalkya^smftif 484 
Yamuna, 14, 16, 17, 18, 79, 85, 95. 
98, 99, 100, loi, 102, 105, 108, 109, 
113, H4, 123, 139. 140, 14*. 15*. 
153. 154. 155. 157. 159. **7, *35; 
Carvaka's criticism of soul, 139; his 
disciples, 109; his general position, 
139; his tlieory of self, 140; his view 
of God, p. 152 et seq, 

Yamuna’s philosophy, 140 
Yamunacarya, 97, 139, 229 n. 

Yellow, 182, 254 

Yoga, i8, 22, 24, 30, 31, 32, 33, 52, 60, 
61. 62, 80, 96, 97, 100, 157. 220, 
281 446, 449, 459, 46s. 468, 471. 

473, 474, 479, 480, 481, 482. 487. 
491. 496, 506, 509. 512 
yoga-bhakti, 507 
Yoga processes, 479 
Yoga-rahasya, 96 

Yoga-sUtra, 61 n., 62 n., 470, 473, 
482 

Yoga~vdfttika, 482 
Yoga-view, 296 
yogdnusdsana, 62 
Yogic knowledge, 214 
Yogic practice, 28 

Yogin, 27, 30, 31, 42, 58, 60, 62, 96, 

15*, 446, 491. 506. 538 

yogi-pratyak^a, 168, 189 
Yogivaha, 63 
yogi, 505 
yam, 46, 502 








